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Abstract 
  Chinese Ceramics have been among the most important archaeological findings in 
the study of trade in the Indian Ocean from the 8th to the 19th centuries. They have the 
advantages of commonality, durability, identity and being unearthed in large 
quantities. Chinese ceramics provide clues for understanding trading trends and 
linking the Chinese production industries to consumption markets in the Indian Ocean. 
However, it seems that their crucial importance for field archaeology in the western 
Indian Ocean has not been well established, due to the lack of a comprehensive 
overview of Chinese traded ceramic archaeology and a systematic classification. 
  The thesis is concerned with how Chinese trade ceramics impacted on maritime 
trade in the western Indian Ocean from the 8th to the 16th century. Based on an 
archaeological report collecting data from 140 ceramic kiln sites in China and on 
archaeological ceramic material collected from 129 coastal sites and collections in the 
western Indian Ocean, this thesis has reviewed the archaeological and chronological 
development of Chinese trade ceramics. A systematic classification of Chinese trade 
ceramics in the western Indian Ocean has been developed and built, introduced with a 
review of the long-term history and researched using quantitative methods. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 
  This thesis aims to provide some new perspectives on Chinese trade ceramics from 
the 9th to 16th centuries. At its core is a new classification and evaluation of Chinese 
ceramic industries of the period with a focus upon distributions in the western Indian 
Ocean and the hope is that this classification will prove to be useful to future scholars. 
Although several smaller-scale studies have been completed previously, this is the 
first comprehensive large-scale consideration of the topic. 
  Three important observations lie behind this thesis. First, contemporary studies of 
Chinese ceramics are predominantly focused on complete, high quality and 
well-known Chinese ceramics (cf. Medley 1974, Kerr 1986, He 1996, Harrison-Hall 
2001, Kerr 2004, Li et al. 2010b). Although these are all high-quality, scholarly works, 
these studies are not always so well suited to the identification, dating and 
interpretation of large assemblages of trade ceramics from archaeological survey and 
excavation, particularly in the western Indian Ocean, because of the predominantly 
low quality and fragmentary nature of the sherds recovered from such contexts 
(Kennet 2004:60). An overview of archaeological studies of Chinese ceramics, which 
takes these points into consideration, is therefore a rather important gap to fill if we 
are to link Chinese ceramic archaeology to finds from the western Indian Ocean. 
  Second, there is no detailed, systematic classification of Chinese trade ceramics 
before the 16th century that is aimed at archaeological assemblages. This creates 
problems for the archaeologist because it affects the assessment of archaeological 
sites, the interpretative analysis of artefacts, and an understanding of the cultural 
environment for reconstructing human behaviours and societies (Shepard 1956, Orton 
et al. 2010:1993). The lack of such a classification therefore inhibits a fuller 
understanding of the historical framework behind ceramic finds and sites, 
perspectives on cultural function, economic distribution, social interaction between 
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regions, and regional organisation (Rice 1987:35-36, Sinopoli 1991, Nishitani 2012). 
In the case of Chinese ceramics, in particular, they are found in high volumes and 
they tend to be decorated and have specific forms and fabrics. Once more, 
understanding of the location and production of ceramic workshops in China has 
greatly improved over the past fifty years so there is an opportunity to link together 
shape, decoration, manufacturing methods and ceramic fabrics. 
  Thirdly, due to traditional linguistic and methodological disjunctures between 
archaeologists working on trade ceramics from the western Indian Ocean (mostly 
Westerners) and those working on Chinese mainland archaeology (mostly Chinese), it 
is often difficult to link interpretation and understanding of the trade ceramic material 
from the western Indian Ocean to the increasingly large and important body of 
knowledge that exists in China related to developments in the chronology, 
classification, manufacture and export of ceramics. To give an example, it is 
sometimes difficult to interpret clearly-observed trends in the use of trade ceramics in 
the western Indian Ocean. Do they result from changes in the organisation of trade, or 
changes in manufacturing in China – or indeed both? 
 
1.1 Aims 
  Based on these observations, the main aim of this thesis is to produce a 
standardised and systematic classification of Chinese trade ceramics (see Chapter 4) 
which is aimed at the identification of fragmentary assemblages and which considers 
both ceramic production in China and consumption of Chinese ceramics from the 9th 
to 16th centuries in the western Indian Ocean. More specifically, the thesis will: 
• Review available information on Chinese ceramic industries; 
• Examine the distribution patterns of Chinese ceramics; 
• Develop a stronger understanding of the development of production, 
identification, and the consumption of traded Chinese ceramics from coastal 
sites in the western Indian Ocean; 
• Present an updated, standardised and systematic classification of Chinese trade 
ceramics in the western Indian Ocean that is informed, as much as possible, by 
recent work in China and which aims, wherever possible, to be applicable to 
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the highly fragmentary archaeological assemblages of the type that are 
commonly found in the region. 
 
1.2 General background  
  The question of the relationship between intensified ancient trade in the areas 
around the Indian Ocean, especially in China and the western Indian Ocean, has been 
a significant subject for archaeologists and historians in recent years as the 
importance of this subject to the historical development of the world economy has 
become more clearly understood. In the past, there was an overwhelming European 
bias in the study of this subject, much of which still remains. This bias is due to the 
large body of historical documentary evidence that was left by European traders after 
the beginning of the 16th century, which is much more detailed than that for previous 
centuries in the western Indian Ocean. However, this has often led to the very 
important role played by Chinese, Arab and other local traders, especially in the 
period up until the development of the ‘East India Companies’ in the 17th century, 
being undervalued or even completely ignored. This period is sometimes referred to 
as the ‘pedlar trade’ by Western scholars, a term which suggests that it was much less 
developed and less important than trade by Europeans (Steensgaard 1974).  
  This attitude began to change in the late 1980s, especially with the publication of 
works such as Janet Abu-Lughod’s Before European Hegemony: The World System 
A.D. 1250-1350 (1989). Her work makes clear that very highly developed and 
significant trading systems existed in the region long before the arrival of the 
Europeans in the late 15th /early 16th century. One of the problems in studying this 
period is that historical sources dealing with the conduct of trade are very few, or 
indeed almost non-existent, for many periods and places (Abu-Lughod 1989:28). This 
means that studying archaeological evidence is the only way in which the nature and 
development of these pre-European trading systems can be properly understood. Even 
so, interpretations of these archaeological materials, especially Chinese trade ceramics 
in the western Indian Ocean region still contain a lot of important evidence that 
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remains to be unlocked by further academic study. 
  As a common item on cargo lists, Chinese ceramics were exchanged for organic 
products, gemstones and other commodities from the western Indian Ocean from the 
late 8th century onwards (Anonymous 1998, Ptak 1999, Lin and Zhang 2015). 
Although Chinese ceramics make up only a very small percentage compared to other 
ceramic wares on western Indian Ocean archaeological sites (Scanlon 1971, 
Rougeulle 1996:175-176, Kennet 2004:60, Rougeulle 2005:226), they have great 
historical significance as one of the most important elements of archaeological 
evidence; Chinese trade ceramics are not only an important source of dating evidence 
for sites in the western Indian Ocean, but they also contain evidence of key economic 
and cultural connections and have a cultural significance transcending their 
abundance and utility in Indian Ocean societies. They were often regarded as highly 
precious indicators of wealth, status, ritual practice and other social values (Appadurai 
1986, Sherratt 1999:163-164, Zhang 2013, Zhao 2013:76). 
  Despite the availability and accessibility of a great deal of new archaeological 
evidence, Chinese trade ceramic studies have not yet been fully investigated with 
regard to many aspects of the structures that existed between production in China and 
consumption in the western Indian Ocean, such as the merchants and their networks, 
the price of goods and details of trade routes and methods. This is often because new 
developments in of the manufacture and chronology of Chinese ceramics cannot be 
directly linked to western Indian Ocean archaeology, while a standardised and 
systematic classification of Chinese trade ceramics that incorporates such information 
is still not available. 
 
1.3 Chronological and geographical scope of study 
  There is of course a considerable body of highly erudite scholarly research into 
Chinese ceramics that were exported to Europe after the 16th century, such as the 
Kraak porcelains (Rinaldi 1989, Pei 1999a, Xiong 2006a, Canepa 2010, Li 2010a), 
armorial porcelain (Howard and Wagner 1974), the Chinese ‘willow pattern’ 
5	
porcelains (Fisher 1989, Beddoe 2008, Zhang and Li 2013), Kitchen Ch’ing porcelain, 
Nonya ware (Willetts and Lim 1981) and historical and general studies of the late 
trade porcelains (Scheurleer 1974, Madsen and White 2011, Kerr et al. 2011, 
Gerritsen and McDowall 2012). However, the study of early Chinese trade ceramics 
before the 16th century is still comparatively weak. While there are more and more 
publications and studies that cover this topic (cf. Krahl 1986a, b, Kerr 2002, Krahl et 
al. 2010, Crick 2010), and there are increasingly archaeological fieldwork projects 
that report finds of this kind (e.g. Guy 1986, Tampoe 1989, Horton et al. 1996, Kennet 
2004, Priestman 2005, Zhao 2006, Yuba 2014), there is no monograph that covers 
these early Chinese trade ceramics in a systematic way. The need for such a pre-16th 
century corpus has become particularly pressing in recent years because of the large 
quantity of early Chinese ceramics unearthed from sites around the western Indian 
Ocean (Dataset 3 in Appendix 3)1. 
  As a long-term, comprehensive and broad area study, this thesis is nothing if not 
ambitious in its scope. In total over 300 archaeological sites are covered, including 
ceramic kiln sites located in China (Map 1.1) and archaeological sites in the western 
Indian Ocean (Map 1.2), which yielded Chinese ceramic findings that have been 
collected and recorded in Datasets 1 to 3 (Appendices 1 to 3). The information that 
has been collected, which includes the classification and quantification of in Datasets 
1 to 3, was not standardised and lacked detail in many cases making it difficult or 
impossible to make reliable comparisons between sites and regions and between 
‘consumer sites’ in the western Indian Ocean and ‘producer sites’ in mainland China. 
Therefore, a key aim of this thesis will be to standardise and systematise the large 
volume of information according to a clear and simple quantitative approach (Tufte 
and Graves-Morris 1983, Tufte 1991, Shennan 1997:21). 
 
																																																								
1 The Dataset 3 in Appendix 3 presents over 28,000 sherds of Chinese trade ceramics in more than 570 
assemblages in over 40 classes and from 129 archaeological littoral sites in the western Indian Ocean. This dataset 
is collected by author. The detailed information and references can be seen in Dataset 3. 
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Map 1.1: The mainland of China, showing kiln sites mentioned in this thesis. 
(The names of these 140 sites can be found in Datasets 1 and 2 in Appendices 1 & 2. The list of site 
names is on pages 51-52) 
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Map 1.2: Western Indian Ocean, showing sites mentioned in this thesis. 
 (The names of these 129 sites can be found in Dataset 3, in Appendix 3. The list of site names is on 
page 128) 
 
 
However, this thesis can by no means claim to be an all-inclusive study of Chinese 
ceramic trade. The geographical scope of the thesis is focused on the western Indian 
Ocean, consisting of the areas of India, the Gulf, the Red Sea and Eastern (Map 1.2). 
The chronological scope is from the late 8th century, the time when Chinese ceramics 
were first regularly imported to the western Indian Ocean, to the early 16th century, 
when European merchants first entered the Indian Ocean. 
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1.4 Structure of this thesis 
  This thesis consists of six chapters. Following this introduction (Chapter 1), 
Chapter 2 presents an archaeological overview of the development of the Chinese 
ceramic industries along with a brief literature review of their history. This chapter 
attempts to deal with a bias towards historical records in our understanding of the 
development of Chinese ceramic manufacture by collecting and analysing data from 
about 140 kiln sites published by archaeological missions in China, two datasets 
(Datasets 1 and 2, see Appendices 1 and 2). These discussions provide information 
about the archaeological dating evidence of Chinese ceramics along with exploratory 
and summary statistical analyses of the distributions of Chinese ceramic kilns and 
changes in the classes of ceramic that were produced over time. 
  Chapter 3 provides an archaeological overview of Chinese ceramic materials 
discovered in the western Indian Ocean. A brief literature review shows the historical 
development of Chinese ceramic trade in the western Indian Ocean. By examining 
key studies on Chinese ceramic trade with the western Indian Ocean, this chapter 
focuses on changing trends in Chinese ceramic occurrences and distributions. Over 
120 archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean have been collected in this 
chapter (Dataset 3 in Appendix 3). Based on an analysis of over 570 assemblages of 
Chinese ceramics unearthed from these archaeological sites, this chapter suggests that 
there were four main periods of Chinese ceramic trade with the western Indian Ocean. 
  Chapter 4 presents an updated classification of Chinese trade ceramics that were 
imported to the western Indian Oceans from the 8th to the 16th centuries. It identifies 
six Chinese major ceramic ‘complexes’: celadon, Qingbai (Æ: bluish white) wares, 
white wares, blue and white ceramics, polychrome wares, and transport jars. These 
complexes are then divided into over 40 classes of ceramics. Each of these classes is 
presented along with definitions, descriptions, distributions, a discussion of dating 
evidence and drawings.  
  Chapter 5 gives a preliminary overview interpretation of Chinese trade ceramic 
patterns in the western Indian Ocean, based on a consideration of both changes in 
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production in China and patterns of consumption in the western Indian Ocean. The 
four periods of Chinese ceramic trade suggested in Chapter 3 are used to discuss this 
material and are further and separately discussed. 
  Finally, the conclusion of this thesis assesses the importance of a standardised and 
archaeologically ‘usable’ classification of Chinese trade ceramics imported to the 
western Indian Ocean, which allows for quantitative analysis of the trade and 
economic history behind the trade. It also discusses the limitations of this work and 
suggests potential approaches for future research.  
 
1.5 Terminology  
  Many differing terminologies have been used by Chinese and Western scholars to 
describe the names or systems of Chinese ceramic kiln/kiln site distributions, and 
Chinese ceramic fabrics. For instance, in relation to ceramic fabrics, ‘stoneware’ and 
‘porcelain’ are both covered by the Chinese term ‘ci ()’. Another example is the 
tendency amongst Chinese to refer to ‘ci’ to describe a ceramic as being dense and 
resonant when fired, rather than white and translucent (Kerr and Wood 2004:140). But 
in English, stoneware and porcelain are clearly differentiated terms for ceramics. 
Hence, a short discussion of these concepts and terms is needed to clarify their use in 
this thesis. This discussion is not aimed at a complete comparison of Chinese and 
Western ceramic terminologies but is presented for reasons of clarity and to avoid 
unnecessary confusion. 
 
1.5.1. Kiln structure, kiln complex, kiln site and ceramic complex 
  In Chinese ceramic terminology, ‘kiln’ ( yao) can refer to many definitions such 
as the ‘kiln industries’, a ‘ceramic workshop’ (which includes places for preparing 
clay, glazing and firing)’ or, sometimes, the ceramic wares (e.g. Kerr and Wood 
2004:30). However, rather than being concerned about the precise translation of such 
terms, for the purposes of this thesis the main focus is to create a terminology in 
relation to kilns and kiln complexes that is clear and consistent throughout the thesis 
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in order to avoid confusion. The following definitions will therefore be used: 
(1) Kiln structure  
  The term ‘kiln structure’ (/f yao lu or yao lu jie gou) is used to 
describe a single kiln structure. For example, the Dayao kiln structure would refer to 
the kiln excavated by the Zhejiang Provincial Archaeological Institute in 2009 
(ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009).  
(2) Kiln complex 
  A ‘kiln complex’ refers to a place (a village, a town or a city) with a ceramic 
industry, which has many ceramic kiln structures and workshops that were located 
close to each other and manufactured a similar ceramic product or products. In this 
thesis, ‘kiln complex’ will be used in the form of ‘the … kilns’, such as ‘the Yue kilns 
(°)’, ‘the Longquan kilns (Ïq)’ and ‘the Jingdezhen kilns (`Y¾)’. 
(3) Kiln sites 
  The term ‘kiln site’ or ‘kiln site’ (: yao zhi)’ refers to an archaeological 
excavation (or many excavations) at a ‘kiln complex’. In this thesis, it is in 
particularly used to describe the collected kiln sites in Datasets 1 and 2 (Appendices 1 
and 2). For example, ‘the Longquan kiln sites (Longquan yao zhiÏq:)’ means  
the key archaeological excavations including Dayao (ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009), 
Longquan Dongqu (ZJSWWKGYJS 2005), Jincun (Zhang 1989a), Anrenkou 
(SHBWGKGB 1986), and Shang Yan’ercun (Li et al. 1986) kiln sites. 
(4) Ceramic complex 
  The concept of a ceramic complex ( yao xi) is complicated and still hotly 
debated in Chinese ceramic archaeology (cf. Liu 2002, Qin 2007). Here the meaning 
of the term has been established independently for this thesis. In Chapter 4 of the 
thesis, the term ‘ceramic complex’ is used to describe a group of ceramic classes that 
share a number of similar features such as the same glaze colour or type of decoration. 
Six complexes are presented in this classification: celadon, white ware, Qingbai ware, 
blue and white ware, polychrome ware and transport Jars. Their detailed definitions 
can be found in Chapter 4. 
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1.5.2 Earthenware, stoneware and porcelain 
  In this thesis the definitions of ‘earthenware’, ‘stoneware’ and ‘porcelain’ are used 
to mean the following:  
 (1) Earthenware:  
  Earthenware can be distinguished from stoneware by the following features: it is 
fired at a lower temperature (up to about 800 – 1,000 , Table 1.1); it has a porosity 
of more than 5%; it often has no glaze. (Hamer and Hamer 1975:111, Rice 
1987:14-15, Li 1998:2, Kerr and Wood 2004:9).  
  However, it should be noted that Sancai wares (Figure 1.1: left) have a relatively 
soft, porous and light yellow body, sometimes containing visible sand and black 
inclusions and covered by lead glaze (Li 1998:466) (Figure 1.1: right). In Chinese 
ceramics, it can be attributed to earthenware. 
  
Figure 1.1: A Sancai vase (left) found at the Beiyaowan Tomb in Gongyi City (851 AD). 
(BJYSBWG 2011:165) and a base of a high fired earthenware (right) (Collection of Oriental Museum 
of Durham University, photography by Ran Zhang) 
 
(2) Stoneware: 
  In this thesis, ‘stoneware’ refers to hard-bodied ceramics lying between 
earthenware and porcelain that are normally fired between 1,050 and 1,200 (Table 
1.1). They have a hard but crude body with a colour varying from light grey, grey, 
dark grey, yellowish grey, red, brown to black because the firing temperature cannot 
be well-controlled. They look like a lower quality fabric and are similar but harder 
and denser than earthenware (Figure 1.2). 
  Higher quality stonewares have a hard, dense and pure body with a colour that 
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varies from light grey to grey. High quality stoneware needs a high temperature firing 
at about 1,200. In the temperature range 1,050-1,200, the ceramic body begins to 
vitrify and pores begin to close, giving a very different feel (Rice 1987:104, Kerr and 
Wood 2004:9) (Figure 1.3: lower part, Table 1.1). 
 
Figure 1.2: Lower quality stoneware sherds. 
Unearthed from Yapawu (left) (photography by Ran Zhang) and Mantai (right) (Carswell et al. 2013), 
Sri Lanka. 
 
Figure 1.3: Ceramic fabric sections.  
High quality stoneware body (lower part) and porcelain stoneware body (upper part) (photography by 
Ran Zhang) 
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(3) Porcelain 
  In this thesis ‘porcelain’ is used to refer to a ceramic body which is hard, dense, 
pure white and translucent (Figure 1.3: upper part), which is made by mixing kaolin 
clay with porcelain stone and is fired at a temperature of around 1,350 (Figure 1.4, 
Table 1.1) (Pierson 1996). But as mentioned above, the ‘stoneware’ and ‘porcelain’ 
have been called ‘ci (porcelain)’ in Chinese, these definitions in archaeological 
missions are not clearly used particularly in English contexts. In this thesis, the 
ceramic classes including the Xing ware, Qingbai ware, Longquan ware, early 
Jingdezhen blue and white ware and some southern wares from Fujian and 
Guangdong can be called both ‘stoneware’ and ‘porcelain’, which are subjected to an 
open question of a scientific study, but it is out of the scope of this thesis. 
 
Figure 1.4: Porcelain stone on the left and Kaolin clay on the right. 
Porcelain stone, UCL Department of Geology Petrology Collection: P4238; Kaolinite, UCL 
Department of Geology Petrology Collection: 88:1(2), taken from Pierson (1996:17) 
 
Table 1.1 Stages during firing 
(Sources: Pierson 1996:56) 
 
Temperature () Stages Description 
120 
Water smoking 
Water is remove as steam from clay. 
350 Additional water and organic matter decomposed. 
650 Ceramic change Clay is no longer soft and becomes weak ceramic. 
950 Low fired 
Carbon matter is burned out and clay sinters to 
become earthenware. 
1,100 
High fired 
Free silica is released turning clay to a stoneware 
body. 
1,350 More silica in the clay is released and melts to render 
the porcelain body glassy. 
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CHAPTER 2: AN OVERVIEW OF CHINESE CERAMIC 
INDUSTRIAL PATTERNS FROM THE 6TH TO THE 
16TH CENTURIES 
 
2.1 Introduction 
  Despite certain problems, the broad historical outline of the development of 
Chinese ceramic production from the Tang period onwards is fairly well understood 
(cf. Medley 1974, Medley 1989, Kerr 1986, Vainker 1991, Harrison-Hall 2001, Kerr 
2004, Feng 2009, Pierson 2009, Li et al. 2010b). But for the economic archaeologist 
or historian who is interested in making more detailed quantified comparisons 
between the occurrences of certain wares at certain sites, the situation is still 
frustratingly difficult. For example, if it were possible to show that the amount of 
Longquan celadon found on western Indian Ocean archaeological sites increased 
during the 15th century, one would wish to know if this were due to an increase in 
production in China or to a change in the pattern of trade. If it were possible to have 
clearer insight into production trends it might be possible to answer such a question. 
But in order to do this, it would be necessary to know how many kilns and kiln sites 
existed at any particular time, what their output was and how that changed through 
time. This is not possible now and it is unlikely that it ever will be, as so many kilns 
have been destroyed and lost. Nonetheless, as archaeological investigation and 
publication advances it should be possible slowly to gain a clearer picture of the 
development of certain industries and of the output of certain regions, as some work 
has already begun to show (cf. Mikami 1969, Guy 1986, Ma and Meng 1987, Ho 
1994b, Sasaki 1994, Ho 2001, Karashima 2004, Yuba 2014). With this in mind, and 
with a clear awareness that the project is still premature, it was decided to attempt an 
overview and exploration of the published kiln data that is presently available in the 
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hope that it might throw up some useful information which either confirms or 
contradicts the currently accepted view of trends in production. It is this task that 
forms the major aim of the present chapter. And before this can take place, an outline 
overview of the history of Chinese ceramic production is provided. 
  Within a single chapter it is not easy to outline the archaeological patterns of the 
Chinese ceramic stoneware and porcelain industry spanning over a thousand years 
from about the 8nd to the 16th centuries AD, yet an attempt at a general survey has 
become increasingly desirable as an understanding of the organisation and broader 
development of the ceramic industry is necessary to the creation of a coherent 
classification of trade ceramics. Many studies of Chinese ceramic history and 
archaeological investigations of ceramic kilns are published as individual case studies 
rather than broad overviews (Kerr 1986, Zhu 1998, Harrison-Hall 2001, Kerr et al. 
2002, Pierson and McCausland 2003, cf. Kerr 2004, BJYSBWG 2011, Wang 2011b). 
At the same time, there are already many works that deal with Chinese ceramics over 
the long term (ZGGSYXH 1982, Medley 1989, He 1996, Quan and Meng 2008, Feng 
2009, Pierson 2009, Li et al. 2010b, Fang 2013). Among them there is a recent 
example from the archaeological perspective by Quan Kuishan and Meng Yuanzhao 
(2008), who have undertaken a general introduction to Chinese ceramic kilns. They 
have produced a long-term and comprehensive overview of Chinese archaeological 
ceramic studies from the pre-historical periods to the Qing dynasty, reporting and 
describing key kiln sites. However, their presentation is limited to the study of their 
collected sources arranged by dynastic eras, without comparisons between periods. 
Their work does not offer an insight into the changing trends in Chinese ceramic 
production despite the massive collection of archaeological evidence.  
  This chapter will therefore attempt to build on their efforts by focusing on analysis 
of the changes in Chinese ceramic industrial patterns in order to provide the necessary 
background to the classification in Chapter 4, rather than attempting to provide a 
standard history of Chinese ceramics. Based on the datasets collected by the author 
incorporating over 140 published kiln sites excavated by Chinese archaeological 
missions and surveys, this chapter attempts to give an overview of the patterns of 
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development of industrial ceramic production in order to provide a context and 
background for the classification presented in Chapter 4. The main aim of this chapter 
is a re-consideration and comprehensive understanding of Chinese ceramic 
manufacturers. It is argued that the patterns of development demonstrated by these 
kilns reflects to some degree, the expansion and reduction of the Chinese ceramic 
industry and the shift of major ceramic production from region to region, and kiln site 
to kiln site.  
  This chapter attempts as much as possible to take a quantified approach in order to 
try to provide an objective platform for comparison between regions and periods. It is 
recognised that this is problematic, given the incomplete nature of the dataset and the 
fact that many of the published reports do not provide quantitative data on excavated 
ceramics. Of course this limitation undermines to some extent attempts to understand 
the true patterns of the Chinese ceramic industry but nonetheless it is felt that there is 
now enough good published data to allow at least a preliminary attempt at a 
quantified overview that acknowledges the potential problems and inaccuracies but 
attempts at the same time to set out a working model that can be built upon, discussed 
and tested by future work. This chapter consists of four main sections:  
 (1) An outline review of the current understanding of Chinese ceramic history, which 
will not provide detailed information on individual ceramic kilns or classes but 
which attempts to give a general background to Chinese ceramics;  
(2) A brief review of the historical records relating to the Chinese ceramic industry, 
which focuses on potential biases in these sources;  
(3) A discussion of how reliable our current understanding of Chinese ceramic history 
gained through historical sources is without any quantified archaeological data to 
support it;  
(4) An attempt to deal with this problem through the quantified analysis of the 
archaeological evidence collected by the author, together with a discussion of two 
main aspects of Chinese ceramic industrial patterns from the 6th to 16th centuries, 
namely:  
(i) The distribution of Chinese ceramic kilns through time; 
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(ii) The key classes of Chinese ceramic productions and their development; 
  These discussions are directed towards an improved understanding of the trends in 
distribution and types of ceramics manufactured. These are key points for an 
understanding of Chinese trade ceramics and help to support the revised classification 
system for Chinese trade ceramics from the western Indian Ocean that is presented 
later in the thesis. 
 
2.2 Outline historical review of Chinese ceramic manufacture 
  The current understanding of Chinese ceramic history was first established in the 
late 19th and early 20th centuries (Hobson 1925, Hobson et al. 1931, Ye 1934, Pope 
1952)2 and developed through the 20th century based on historical and archaeological 
studies, giving rise to the present academic view (Medley 1989, Ye 1989, Vainker 
1991, Xiong 1993, He 1996, Wang 2004c, Feng 2009, Fang 2013). This section aims 
to provide a review of the current understanding of the development of Chinese 
ceramic history from the 6th to the 16th centuries. In order to provide a review of the 
archaeological and historical background to the classification created in Chapter 4, 
this section will introduce highlighted historical, aesthetic and archaeological studies 
concerning Chinese ceramic history and industries. 
 
2.2.1 Chinese ceramics in the pre-Tang period (2nd to 6th centuries AD) 
  Chinese ceramics began with a pottery industry that can be traced back to the 
different Chinese Archaeological Cultures during the Neolithic period (approxi. 
7500-1200 BC) (Medley 1989:17-28, Feng 2009:1, 12-31). It appears that the early 
potteries were constructed using simple clay fabrics and the birth of Chinese pottery 
late in comparison with pottery objects from other civilisations (Rice 1987:7, 13-14).  
  However, in the terms of high-fired ceramics, the birth of stoneware, or 																																																								2The	early	stage	of	Chinese	ceramic	art	studied	in	the	early	20th	century	involved	the	efforts	of	many	collectors	and	scholars,	such	as	Sir	Percival	David,	R.L.	Hobson,	George	Eumorfopoulos,	and	Walter	Sedgwick	amongst	others.	 	
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proto-stoneware to be specific, was much earlier than the stoneware of other 
civilisations, and the earliest Chinese stoneware can be dated back to the Shang 
dynasty (about the 17th to 11th centuries BC) (Rice 1987:7, 15, Zhu 1989c, Kerr and 
Wood 2004, Shen 2009, Zheng 2009).  
  The term ‘proto-stoneware’ in China refers to high-fired pottery with a thin 
yellowish grey and unevenly applied glaze (Shen 2009:10). After a few hundred years 
of development, it is believed that the earliest true stoneware was successfully fired 
under the Eastern Han Dynasty (23-220 AD) (Ye 1989:68, Quan and Meng 
2008:101-102, Feng 2009:238-239). This is also the time of the birth of true celadon 
in the Zhejiang Province of southern China, where the Yue and Deqing kilns were two 
important ceramic kiln sites that were producing celadon ware and black stoneware 
(Quan and Meng 2008:101, Feng 2009:243). 
  During the period from the Eastern Han to Sui dynasty (23-618 AD), the 
production of celadon and black ceramic ware was very common in southern China, 
where the ceramic industry was developing prosperously (Ye 1989:73). In contrast, in 
northern China the less-developed ceramic industry was attempting to produce white 
ceramics, which were more difficult to fire successfully. The birth of white ceramics 
in northern China was a consequence of the natural sources of ceramic clays, which 
contained lower amounts of iron and titanium oxides, rather than advanced kiln 
structures and firing techniques (Li 1998:149-151). However, until the Northern and 
Southern Dynasties period (420-589 AD), the white ceramics produced in northern 
China remained a form of stoneware-like pottery with a creamy white slip-glaze. A set 
of this type of white ceramics was found in the tomb of Fan Cui who died in 575 AD, 
and is regarded as the earliest Chinese ‘white stoneware’ (HNSBWG 1972, Feng 
2009:284-285). But according to their fabrics of glaze and body and their firing 
temperature, they cannot be defined as the true white stoneware (Kobayashi 2009, Liu 
and Qian 2009). The date and circumstances of the birth of true white stoneware are 
still in debate.  
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2.2.2 Chinese ceramics in the Tang dynasty (618-906 AD) 
  The Tang dynasty arose during the 7th century and lasted until the early 10th century. 
The bequests of the Sui dynasty to the Tang dynasty were not only a unified China, 
but also their well-developed national facilities and political and administrative 
structures, including the Three Departments and Six Ministries system ("a/
"¶$) and the Imperial Examination system ($), which improved and 
strengthened the central rule of the Tang Empire. Economically, the building of the 
Grand Canal improved trade and transport between northern and southern China (cf. 
Twitchett and Fairbank 2007, Lewis 2009). In terms of ceramic manufacturing, there 
were two centres that are important, both of which demonstrate significant 
improvements in ceramic fabrics and firing techniques during the 7th to 9th centuries 
(see ‘Nan Qing Bei Bai’ below). An increased number of ceramic kilns were 
established across the whole of China and the ceramic industry rapidly expanded. The 
Tang period also witnessed the formation of ‘ceramic brands’ that reflect not only the 
improvement in the quality of ceramics, but also ceramic trading and the attributing of 
grades and values (Lu 1927:Chapter 4, Wang 2004c:28-29, Krahl et al. 2010:46). 
(1) Tang ceramics in history records and ceramic ware ranks: 
  A large number of Chinese poems, monographs and historical books began to 
record, describe and compliment ceramic wares in the Tang dynasty. Poems from the 
pre-Tang period highlight that the ceramic wares were already used for drinking tea 
and wine, but these descriptions are very rare and rarely provide a detailed 
introduction and evaluation of ceramic wares and kilns before the 7th to 8th centuries.  
  The Tang Poems provide compliments to describe stoneware and celadon. The 
Classics of Tea ( ), the first monograph on tea written by a Tang tea master, Lu Yu 
(733-804), ranked Chinese stoneware and this is the first time in ceramic history that 
stoneware and pottery had been studied and ranked. According to Lu Yu, Yue celadon 
was regarded as the best tea drinking ware at that time, whilst Xing white 
stoneware/porcelain was also highly praised with the description: ‘a kind of most 
popular ceramics with a fair price’ given in a historical book called A Supplementary 
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History of Tang (580¦). Elsewhere, both the Yue and Xing kilns were recorded as 
producers of tribute ceramics (Wang 2004c:28-29). 
  Based on the Tang historical texts, it also can be seen that this was the first time 
that ceramics had been associated with good quality ceramic kiln names, which later 
became brand names, such as Yue kiln bowls, Xing kiln bowls, and Dingzhou kiln 
ware, Yuezhou, Shouzhou and Hongzhou kiln wares (°µÍOMO
FOuO) (Lu 1927:Chapter 4, Krahl et al. 2010:46). The Dingzhou kiln site 
(ÍO: ) is recorded in historical texts but has not been found during 
archaeological surveys. 
  Based on archaeological finds, some of the Yue and Xing wares were marked 
‘Guan’ (C official) (Quan 1999a, Zhao and Zhang 2007:254), which may indicate 
that these were tribute wares for tax payment (Wang 2004c:44) to the Tang Chinese 
central court. ‘Ying ()’ or ‘Da Ying (>)’ marks are also present, suggesting that 
the tribute wares might belong to the storehouse of the central court for personal 
palace use (Hsieh 2010:174). The ‘Jin Feng (±?)’ mark directly and literally 
represents an item being ‘offered in tribute’ (Hsieh 2010:174). The term ‘Gong Yao 
(®)’ (Tribute Kilns) was found as an incised inscription on a Yue celadon 
cup-shaped burial jar in Cixi county of Zhejiang Province, and suggests that the 
concept of tribute kilns (wares) was formed in the late Tang dynasty (ZJSBWG 2000).  
  It should be noted that ceramics with ‘Guan’ marks cannot be directly linked to 
tribute ware, and it has been suggested that such marks were mainly aimed at 
distinguishing the ‘ware offered to the courts’ and ‘common wares’. Wares paid in 
tribute to the central court were produced according to the ceramic manufacturing 
regulations set by the central court (Wang 2004c:45). The kilns, which marked their 
ceramic products were sending ceramic tribute payments on behalf of local authorities 
to the central court. No standardised requirements or design patterns were issued by 
the central court to these kilns (Shen 2010:16). 
(2) Two ceramic industrial centres: 
  In terms of the Chinese ceramic industry, it is well known that there were two 
ceramic manufacturing centres in the Tang dynasty (Feng 2009:326), where, 
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bordering the Qinling Mountain-Huaihe River line, northern and southern Chinese 
ceramic centres were separately located in the lower parts of the Yellow River and the 
Long River. Fine quality stoneware with a full and even glaze covering a hard, 
high-fired body was produced in both northern and southern China in contrast to the 
pre-Tang period.  
  Celadon ware coming from the Yue kilns in Zhejiang and white stoneware fired in 
the Xing kilns in Hebei represent the highest quality ceramic wares of this period. 
Traditionally, this situation has been regarded as a ceramic industrial pattern termed 
‘Nan Qing Bei Bai (*Æ&)’ and it is still used by Chinese archaeologists and 
ceramicists when describing Tang Chinese ceramic history. This term refers to the fact 
that there were two ceramic firing complexes: a southern Chinese ceramic industry 
centred in Zhejiang producing celadon, and a northern Chinese ceramic industry led 
by the Xing kilns that was mainly producing white ceramics (Quan and Meng 
2008:135, Feng 2009:326) (see 2.5.1 below for more discussion). 
(3) Popularity of stonewares  
  Archaeological evidence may suggest that stoneware became popular in tombs as 
burial objects. Huang Yijun has provided statistical analysis on the percentage of 
stoneware-burial objects (excluding high fired pottery wares such as Sancai and 
green-splashed wares) in northern Tang China from the 7th to 9th century, mainly 
based on tomb-excavations at the Xingyuan Tang tomb sites at Yanshi City ( Rb7
5=) (HNSWWKGYJS 2001). She proposes that whilst stoneware-burial objects 
cannot be found in the 7th century in the Xingyuan tombs, recovery of such objects 
gradually increases from about 3%-16% in the 8th century to about 22% in the 9th 
century (Huang 2006b:82). She further argues that following the popularity of 
stoneware-burial objects in the Xingyuan tombs, white stoneware became common 
and recovery of these objects increases from about 20% in the early 8th century to 
about 80% in the 9th century, while high-fired burial potted figures and wares sharply 
decreases (Huang 2006b:82). The limitations of Huang’s work are clear, as she does 
not consider the influence of factors such as social class, rank and the personal taste 
of tomb owners, as the burial objects cannot be evenly distributed across the tombs, in 
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addition there is unreliable information available for some tombs which may have 
been destroyed, illegally dug or are poorly dated. However, Huang’s research 
provides an indication that stoneware ceramics became popular in the 8th and 9th 
centuries and white stoneware was regarded as an important burial object during the 
9th century. 
  Yu Wenrong shares a similar opinion that white ceramics became much more 
popular in 9th century northern China. He has argued that this phenomenon was 
closely linked to the Chinese ceramic industrial pattern in northern China, where at 
that time white stonewareware could be widely produced (Yu 2002). But the 
distribution of white stoneware in southern China was limited to large-scale cities, 
such as Changsha, Yangzhou and Guilin (Li 1997, Li et al. 1997, Li and Zhu 1997, 
Huang 2006b:82). 
(4) Polychrome wares 
  Polychrome ware was manufactured at sites in both north and south China, and the 
Gongxian kilns and the Changsha kilns are two well-known examples which 
manufactured advanced, good quality polychrome ware (Feng 2009:348-350). 
  The Gongyi kilns were known for producing white stoneware and celadon since the 
Sui period. However, during the time of the Tang dynasty they became Sancai and 
green-splash ware suppliers, and although white stoneware was still being made it 
was much lower in quality in comparison with the white stoneware from the Xing 
kilns (Feng and Li 2005b). Sancai ware was a form of high-fired pottery with a low 
fired lead glaze, and is regarded as lower quality than hard and dense-bodied 
stoneware, very often used as tomb furniture. The colourful glaze on Sancai ware was 
due to metal oxides, such as iron, copper and cobalt, as colour agents that were freely 
applied onto the biscuit fired body. It appear that Sancai ceramics were manufactured 
at kilns other than the Gongxian kilns, because similar pottery has been found at kilns 
in northern China, such as in Henan, Hebei and probably also Shaanxi (Feng 
2009:348-350).  
  In southern China polychrome underglaze-painted wares were made in the 
Changsha kilns, also named the Tongguan kilns. These items possess colourful 
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calligraphic decoration that is painted under a transparent and lustrous glaze; the 
motifs are free and mostly formed using organic patterns, such as leaves, animals, 
flowers, landscapes, birds, fish and so forth. Changsha bowls were popular in both 
overseas markets and in China itself. The Changsha kilns were located in Changsha 
city in Hunan Province, and production started during the Tang dynasty and had 
ended by the 10th century, although a more precise dating of production at the 
Changsha kilns remains unclear. Unlike the well-described Xing and Yue wares, there 
is very little historical writing about this production process (Huang 2006a:51-53, 
Feng 2009:338-341).  
  It is thought that both Sancai and Changsha wares were strongly influenced by 
foreign ceramic production from western Asian regions in the post-Sasanian and early 
Islamic periods (Vainker 1991:63), but as yet there is no clear answer regarding which 
influenced which. The colourful decoration of Sancai ware was achieved by adding 
metal oxides; but as no source of cobalt, which was used for blue colouration, has yet 
been discovered in China, this suggests that it was probably imported from Persia 
where cobalt mining sites have been documented (Vainker 1991:76, Hallett 2010:79). 
In some cases, these polychrome wares have been regarded as specifically designed 
for foreign markets, due to the decorative Arabic inscriptions found on some vessels 
(CSYBJWYH 2004:138). 
 
2.2.3 Chinese ceramics in the Five Dynasties period (907-960 AD) 
  Politically, more than a half of the 10th century was an era of turmoil. Tang China, 
which ended in 907 AD, was one of the highest ranked empires in Chinese history and 
the country was subsequently divided among regional governors, commanders and 
warlords into ‘the Five Dynasties and Ten States’ ((8) period. China then 
experienced nearly 60 years of changing dynasties within central China and ten 
separate major states in southern China. This resulted in a period of political chaos, 
social instability and economic decline, with many attempts made to re-unify China 
by each dynasty or to legitimise their own rule by the ten states. 
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  However, it should be noted that although there was an economic decline, the 
development of techniques and manufacturing processes did not reduce. Joseph 
Needham (Needham 1954:130-131) raises an interesting point, which is that printing 
techniques took great steps forward at this time - although this single case observation 
cannot represent all the techniques or manufacturing as thriving or improving in the 
10th century, as there must have been an economic decrease due to the near constant 
warfare. However, it should be noted that the economic pattern during this tumultuous 
period was not totally reduced, and in the terms of the ceramic industry, both a decline 
and improvement are visible from the archaeological evidence (Feng 2009:351-352, 
359-360). 
  In the 10th century, the Chinese ceramic industry had seen many changes. In Hebei 
Province, it has been suggested that the Xing kilns declined and warring northern 
China resulted in terrible damage to the development of manufacturing industry. 
During the period 883 to 950 AD, there were 28 wars within the modern Hebei 
Province, which reduced the scale of production at the Xing kilns. Here based on 
archaeological research, it is evident that the number of kilns decreased (Figure 2.1) 
(Yang and Zhao 1993:34-36). 
 
Figure 2.1: The number of kilns at Xing from the 6th to 12th century AD. 
Based on Yang and Zhao’s research (Yang and Zhao 1993:34). 
 
  However, it has also been suggested that war and turmoil were not always the main 
reason for a decrease in the ceramic industry, and the decline of the Xing kilns was 
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not only due to the civil war in northern China. Unlike the Xing kilns, their imitators 
and neighbours, the Ding kilns, did not perish as a result of the wars during the 10th 
century. Yang Wenshan and Zhao Hongsheng highlight that the decrease in the Xing 
kilns is likely to be because the Xing kilns had run out of stoneware clay, which 
reduced the yield of high quality white stoneware. Therefore, wars and a period of 
turmoil were just one of the reasons for the Xing kilns decline (Yang and Zhao 
1993:36). 
  In southern China the Changsha kilns provide a similar example, as they also 
declined during this period because of the dual effect of the Huangchao Rebellion 
(875 AD) and an unsupportive local authority, the ruling family of the Southern Chu 
dynasty (one period of the Five Dynasties, 907-951 AD), who were established in the 
modern Hunan Province and waged a civil war and conducted a massacre in 
Changsha City (948 AD) (Gu 1993, Zhang and CHen 2004:182).  
  Other kilns which declined include the Shouzhou and Hongzhou kilns, which were 
highly ranked kilns during the Tang period (Yu 1984, Hu 1988). According to the 
archaeological evidence, their decline was due to lack of resources and old-fashioned 
production. Their heyday can be dated back to the 8th century and their decline started 
in the 9th century and continued into the 10th (Yu 1984:97-98, Hu 1988:749).  
  Whilst some kilns which were important during the Tang period declined, such as 
the Xing, Ding and Changsha kilns, others, such as the Yue kilns, seem to have 
increased their production. The Yue kilns continued to play an important role during 
the Five Dynasties period, when their products were used for both tribute payments 
and export trading. It has been argued that the Yue kilns steadily developed during the 
Five Dynasties period because the local king of Wu-Yue (modern Zhejiang area) was 
fond of celadon and used Yue celadon to pay tributes to neighbouring kingdoms in 
order to show his respect and loyalty. His supportive policy for the local ceramic 
industry ensured that the Yue kilns developed steadily during this period of turmoil 
(ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:371). This development can be seen in the 
archaeological evidence, where steady growth in the terms of the scale of the Yue 
ceramic industry during the 10th century has been confirmed by the current 
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archaeological excavations at the Yue Silongkou kiln sites (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 
2002:347, 350). In terms of the Yue celadon trading, from the archaeological 
excavations in the Ningbo port there is a continual exporting pattern without any 
decline (Lin 2005a:181, 2005b:116, 127). Moreover, according to three eastern Indian 
Ocean shipwrecks, the Belitung shipwreck, Intan shipwreck and the Cirebon 
shipwrecks, it is apparent that the quantity and percentage of exported Yue celadon 
ware sharply increased (Flecker 2001, 2002, Munoz 2006, Liebner 2007, Qin and Gu 
2007, Tirtamarta 2007, Shen 2008, Qin 2008, Krahl et al. 2010).  
   In terms of Guangdong and Fujian provinces, historical records show an economic 
boom during the Five Dynasties period, due to the open and warm-welcome foreign 
trade policy set by the local authority of the Min Kingdom in Fujian and the Nanhai 
Kingdom in Guangdong. These historical records, for example, show that the Min 
Kingdom paid the Liang Dynasty in Zhejiang a great tribute, which included gems, 
ivory, seafood, ceramics and incense in 908 AD (Xue 1997:The History of Liang Vol. 
4). Many of these trade items were not produced locally but were the result of 
maritime trade in ceramic wares (Zeng 2001:153). A review suggests that rare kiln 
sites dating back to the 10th century in Guangdong are supported by current 
archaeological evidence, and ceramic finds in Guangdong tombs and palace remains 
are common (Yi 2013:14-18). However, there is not a clear pattern to show, based on 
this recorded economic boom, that Fujian and Guangdong had well-developed 
ceramic industries, although ceramic productions were major trade commodities 
(Zeng 2001:153, Yi 2013:19). The fact that there are only two highlighted 
archaeological excavations of Fujian kilns and the unclear numbers of Guangdong 
kilns (Zeng 1985, FJSBWG 1994, 1996, Zeng 2001:154-155) suggest that there was 
no economic boom of the ceramic industry at that time. This unclear understanding is 
due to a lack of archaeological research. 
 
2.2.4 Chinese ceramics in the Northern Song period (960-1127 AD) 
  The Song Dynasty reunified China in 960 AD, but the process took nearly 20 years. 
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In 978 AD the last state in southern China, the Wu-Yue Kingdom, yielded its land and 
paid allegiance to the Song Dynasty. In the following year, the Song Emperor, Zhao 
Kuangyin, conquered the Bei Han state located in northwest China, and under the rule 
of the Song Dynasty, the Chinese capital was shifted from Chang’an city in Shaanxi 
Province to Kaifeng city in Henan, northern China. Before the Song court lost the 
northern Chinese lands, the Song Empire has historically been called the Northern 
Song dynasty because of the northern location of its capital.  
  It has been suggested by historians that due to the warfare and destruction of 
people’s livelihoods, economic recovery was near the top of the priorities for the new 
Song ruling elites (Twitchett and Smith 2009:171). From an archaeological view of 
the ceramic industry, especially during the 11th century, it can be seen that the ceramic 
industry entered a flourishing era. 
  Four main achievements in ceramic firing techniques occurred during the 11th and 
12th centuries; each of them strongly influenced not only the appearance of ceramic 
wares at that time, but also the ceramic development in the following periods. 
  The first improvement was in the firing of celadon ware (Kerr 2004:Chapters 2, 4, 
7). Both southern and northern celadon kilns had reached a new level in terms of 
glaze fabrics. The green colour on high quality celadon ware from tribute kilns, such 
as the Ru kilns and Yaozhou kilns in the north and the Yue kilns in the south, became 
well-controlled. However, distinguishing features between the kilns can be identified: 
Yaozhou celadon ware has a glassy and olive green glaze with full moulding and 
incised decorations (SXSKGYJS and YZYBWG 1998), Yue celadon ware has a thin 
but well-controlled layer of green, whereas objects produced by the Ru kilns have a 
jade-like, thick and bluish green glaze with tiny, transparent crackle. Rare decorations 
on the body can be found and their shapes are elegant, and this fashion strongly 
influenced celadon firing in the following period (Harrison-Hall and Krahl 
2009:24-28). The firing techniques continued to follow the old traditions from the 10th 
century (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:362), although it has been argued that Yue 
celadon ware was strongly influenced by the Yaozhou kilns in terms of decoration 
(Quan 2003:52-55). In general, the variation in celadon ware demonstrates that 
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celadon manufacturing techniques had improved. 
  The second improvement is the invention of the ‘Fu Shao (§)’ firing technique. 
In the 11th and 12th centuries, some ceramic wares had an unglazed rim but a fully 
glazed foot, which was thin and low; this was due to the firing technique invented by 
the Ding kilns. The Ding kilns were in competition with the Xing kilns during the 
Five Dynasties period, and the Ding kilns imitated the high quality Xing white 
stoneware/porcelain, and increased production of high fired white 
stoneware/porcelain due to abundant stoneware-clay resources (Lin 1965:394). This 
high level of productivity was enabled as a result of a new ceramic firing process, 
called reversal setting firing, which made considerable savings in saggar space and 
increased yields four-fold compared to when separate saggar firings were required 
(Lin 1965:394, Liu 1974:390). Originally, a set of reversed wares were placed on a 
plate-setter (Figure 2.2: left) and all the wares had an unglazed rim called ‘Mang Kou’ 
(-) which allowed them not to touch the setter. However, the drawback of this 
method was clear, as it required a set of wares of certain sizes which were suitable for 
the setter, thus limiting the shapes and sizes of the ceramics produced. The improved 
reversal setting firing method fixed this problem by placing reversed wares on a 
numbers of same-sized ring-shaped supporters and stacking them together, so that 
each also had an unglazed rim to protect it from touching the support (Figure 2.2: 
right). This improved method only required same-sized wares, which was much easier 
for forming and firing. Because of the unglazed rims, the vast majority of the good 
quality Ding white bowls and plates needed a copper or silver band both for 
decorative purposes and for smoothing the rough edges (Figure 2.3) (Liu 
1974:392-393, Harrison-Hall et al. 1997:182-187, Kerr 2004:45).  
  The reversal setting firing method was copied from northern China to the south, 
and the Jingdezhen kilns imitated this method during the Northern Song dynasty (Liu 
1974:390), whilst also being influenced by Ding ceramics. They created Qingbai ware, 
which was another important achievement of the Song dynasty (Liu and Bai 1980, 
Guo 2006:67, JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:448-449). 
  The third improvement was the development and successful firing of Qingbai ware 
29	
that mainly came from the Jingdezhen Hutian kiln sites (Figure 2.4) (Kerr 
2004:Chapter 8). This site is located in the Hutian Village near Jingdezhen City in 
Jiangxi Province. Initial production from this site was celadon and white stoneware 
during the period of the Five Dynasties. During the Song dynasty, the Hutian kilns 
were famous for their Qingbai ceramics, which literally means ‘bluish-white glazed’ 
ware; these combined celadon and white ceramics, and normally had a smooth and 
pure body coated with a cool blue glaze. Qingbai ware also imitated the moulded and 
carved decorations of Ding ware and the decorative patterns normally employed were 
in the form of floral designs and children playing. Qingbai ware imitators were 
widespread across southern China, and included the Jiangxi, Fujian, Guangdong, 
Guangxi, Hubei, and Hunan kilns (Vainker 1991:95-99, Feng 2009:403-405).  
 
Figure 2.2: Sketch of the reversal setting firing process. 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
 
Figure 2.3: White Ding bowls with metal bands. 
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(Height: 129mm and 68mm, from the Percival David Foundation collection, SOAS) 
 
  The fourth improvement was in black ware, which was widely manufactured in 
both southern and northern China, with very famous black ware produced in the Jian 
kilns of Fujian Province, Jizhou Kilns in Jiangxi Province and the Cizhou kilns of 
Hebei Province (Kerr 2004:Chapters 5, 6, 9). Among them, the Jian kilns were famed 
for producing ‘hare’s fur’ tea bowls, which had a finely marked rust colour on the 
black glaze. ‘Hare’s fur’ is a description of the metal-like spots spreading on the glaze, 
which looks like the fur of hares (Li 1998:189-196). 
 
 
Figure 2.4: A Jingdezhen Qingbai ewer.  
(Height: 202.3mm, from the British Museum collection) 
 
2.2.5 Chinese ceramics in the Southern Song period (1127-1274 AD) 
  Throughout the period from the 11th to 12th century, Song China faced a military 
threat from northern nomadic nations, such as the Liao (Khitan) and Jin (Jurchen). 
After losing the capital, Kaifeng City and the northern Chinese territory in 1127 AD, 
the Song court had to move to Lin’an City (present-day Hangzhou) where it 
established the Southern Song dynasty, which could be defended from further attacks 
by Jin armies through the natural barrier of the Long River.  
  Due to the loss of northern China, the territory north of the Huai River, the Song 
government revenue and agricultural supplement, was partly cut off or lost altogether. 
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This can be demonstrated by the change in population, which according to Qi’s study, 
witnessed a decrease in the number of households during the 12th and 13th centuries, 
mainly due to losing the northern Chinese territory. A steady increase in the number of 
households is an indicator of agricultural and economic development, which to some 
extent reflects the economic change which occurred during the Southern Song 
dynasty as southern China developed. However, it has been noted that the number of 
households in Fujian and Zhejiang rose to nearly a half million, and in Jiangxi to 
nearly one million (Qi 1987:53-54). These increases may be due to the southward 
migration of northern Chinese and the relatively peaceful lifestyle of southern China. 
Therefore, the change in number and distribution of households indicates a change in 
the Chinese population during the 10th to 13th centuries, which could partly reflect a 
change in the labour source and an economic boom (Qi 1987:53-54). These 
population changes are also reflected in the production of ceramics as there was a 
boom and changes to the southern Chinese ceramic industry according to the 
archaeological evidence. 
  Ceramic kilns in lost northern China were mostly ruled by the Jurchen dynasty. 
These kilns were not linked to the export/maritime trade ceramics like those in the 
southern Song dynasty (see explanation in next chapter) and hence a detailed 
discussion and description will not be provided here. However, it should be noted that 
original producers of good quality ceramics, such as the Ru, Yaozhou, Jun (KN. 47) 
and Ding kilns experienced a decline or altered their ceramic production in line with 
the rule of alien authorities (Lin 1965, HNSBWG 1975, HNSWWYJS 1992, 
SXSKGYJS and YZYBWG 1998). At the same time, it is hard to state that there was 
a reduction in the northern Chinese ceramic industry, rather the multiple-type ware 
based industry was enlarged following the break-up of the celadon based industry 
during the Northern Song period. This change was a result of the strong influence of 
Cizhou type ware, which had been produced in large quantities within the provinces 
of Henan and Hebei, as well as red and green enamelled ware, as a new type invented 
in this period, commonly produced in the provinces of Henan, Shanxi and Shandong. 
  In southern China the first important change was a decline of the Yue celadon kilns. 
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In terms of ceramic quality, excavations at the Silongkou kiln sites have yielded rough 
quality celadon wares which date to the late 11th century and continue to occur into 
the 12th century. Although good quality celadon ware still required firing in the early 
12th century, these products were occasional and limited to paying tribute to the 
Southern Song court (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:348-349).  
  Quan Kuishan studied the decline of the Yue kilns and suggests that according to all 
the Yue kiln sites, the scale of ceramic production declined from the late 11th century 
onwards. He explains this decline through an interesting analysis based upon 
archaeological and historical information (Quan 2003:50), noting that the decline of 
the Yue kilns was because of a failed marketing strategy resulting in the dominance of  
other major kilns. During the middle and late Northern Song period, the Yue kilns 
started to imitate decorative designs and methods for fully carved and moulded 
Jingdezhen Qingbai stoneware and Yaozhou celadon. After losing their advantage 
concerning the appearance of a glaze with a non-decorative style, the Yue kilns 
gradually declined (Quan 2003:49-50; 54-55). Based on the findings from the 
Silongkou Yue kiln sites, a massive amount of celadon was produced with carved and 
moulded decorations, which can be dated to the northern dynasties period 
(ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:362-366).  
  Quan Kuishan suggests that the Yue kilns changed their key ceramic firing 
techniques from a jade-like glaze to carved decorations, which significantly increased 
the celadon manufacturing costs and began imitating the products of other kilns. It has 
been argued that this change meant that Yue celadon did not maintain its original 
advantages of simple beauty based on a monochrome green glaze and elegant shapes. 
Therefore, the high position of the Yue kilns within the ceramic market was difficult 
to hold onto (Quan 2003:49-50). During the late Northern Song period, the Yue kiln 
potters wanted to regain their market reputation by once more re-creating the jade-like 
green glaze, but it has been suggested that this decision was taken too long after they 
had begun imitating the styles of other kilns. During the Southern Song dynasty, the 
Yue potters again wanted to re-focus on glaze and shape, but other celadon kilns, such 
as the Guan kilns and Longquan kilns, had already improved celadon glaze fabrics. 
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Even despite the support of the Song central authority, the Yue kilns perished during 
the early part of the Southern Song dynasty (Quan 2003:52-55).  
  A second change also occurred in Zhejiang Province: while the Yue kilns declined, 
the Guan and Longquan kilns’ production rose. The Guan kilns, literally the ‘official 
kilns’, were probably funded by the Southern Song court to replace the tribute 
productions paid using Ru ware during the Northern Song period (Wang 2004c:68). 
From archaeological evidence, the well-made bricks used for building the Guan kilns 
were unique within kiln-structures of the Southern Song period and even before this 
time (Du 2002:2-3). The kiln sites seem to have been specially designed and the 
unearthed celadon wares are similar to Ru celadon ware which date to the Northern 
Song period (Wang 2004c:68). The Longquan kilns were probably influenced by both 
the Ru and Guan kilns, and entered their heyday for producing good quality celadon 
ware early in the 13th century, with the number of kilns and the scale of production 
steadily increasing (Qin and Liu 2012:7-8). Although mostly producing good quality 
celadon ware with a white, hard and pure body, these kilns also made a limited 
amount of black, thin, hard, and relatively rough celadon (Zhu 1989a:66, Qin and Liu 
2012:9-10). Black body celadon ware imitated Guan celadon ware in terms of shape 
and decoration, which could indicate that the black body celadon ware of the 
Longquan kilns was also a form of tribute ware for the Southern Song court (Shen 
2010:23). 
  The third change can be found within Fujian Province, where there was a ceramic 
industrial boom in the 12th to 13th centuries. When the Song capital moved to Lin’an 
revenue and income mainly relied on the export trade; Quanzhou presented a 
geographical advantage to Lin’an as it is much closer than the port of Guangzhou 
(Tong 1980:60-61). Therefore, the re-establishment of the Mercantile Shipping 
Superintendence began in Quanzhou port in the early 12th century, and it gradually 
became a more important port than Guangzhou (Yang 2009). Based on this historical 
background, the Fujian Province, especially the Minnan area (À*9'), became a 
ceramic centre due to Quanzhou port (Lin 1965:390). The ceramic industry in 
Guangdong sharply declined, whilst the kilns in Jiangxi Province, famous for 
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producing Qingbai stoneware, flourished as they were also heavily involved in the 
export market. 
2.2.6 Chinese ceramics in the Yuan dynasty (1274-1368 AD) 
  Kublai Khan, a Mongolian emperor, conquered the Song China in 1279 AD after 
occupying the Jurchen Jin dynasty in 1234 AD. He not only reunified China but also 
extended the Mongol Empire. By 1294 AD and after the death of Kublai Khan, the 
Mongol Empire was divided into four separate khanates and Yuan China: the Golden 
Horde khanate in the northwest; Chagatai Khanate in the west; Ilkhanate in the 
southwest; the short-lived House of Ögedei in present-day Xinjing of China; and the 
Yuan dynasty which was located in the lands of Song China (Franke and Twitchett 
1994:413). 
  Yuan China established a capital in Dadu (present-day Beijing) in northern China, 
where the economic environment had been destroyed by the wars that continually 
occurred during the 13th century. The economic centre of China was located in 
southern China, which supplied northern China and the Yuan dynasty through the 
Grand Canal that had been built during the Sui dynasty (Qi 1999:476). 
  According to both the historical/aesthetical approach and the excavated ceramic 
findings from Yuan Chinese ceramic kilns, the quality of the ceramics produced was 
much lower than in the Song period. Higher quality wares became larger and heavier 
in size; plates with a diameter of 30 to 60 cm, bowls with a diameter of 25 to 40 cm 
and vases over 50 cm high have all been found. Ceramic objects of the Yuan period 
are generally regarded as ugly and of indifferent quality (JXSWWKGYJS and 
JDZMYBWG 2007, Harrison-Hall and Krahl 2009:50. 52, ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 
2009). However, the quality of ceramic fabrics did not decline under the Yuan dynasty 
and in terms of the ceramic firing techniques, there were many new technical 
achievements (Medley 1974:1) and five major improvements. 
  (1) Porcelain fabrics 
  It has been suggested that the Xing kilns during the Sui and Tang dynasties 
produced the earliest high fired porcelain-like white stoneware, which is regarded as 
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porcelain by researchers of Chinese ceramic archaeology (Zhao and Zhang 
2007:19-20). However, porcelain production can be vastly during the Yuan dynasty at 
the Jingdezhen kilns, using Kaolin clay which improved the quality of the ceramics 
produced. Kaolin clay is rich in Al2O3 and the level of iron compounds is very low (Li 
1978b). A porcelain body is pure white, smooth and extremely hard, and it is resistant 
to abrasion using a steel instrument, such as a knife or file (Fisher 1989:1). No 
inclusions can be seen with the naked eye when examining the cross-section of a new 
broken sherd. 
  (2) Underglazed cobalt blue 
  Underglazed cobalt blue painting was applied in the Gongxian kilns during the late 
Tang period (HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 2011). However, widespread use 
of cobalt blue occurred in Yuan China in the Jingdezhen kilns. It can be seen in a 
sudden rise of blue and white porcelains in the Yuan dynasty, which had been fully 
decorated and carefully painted (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007) (Figure 
2.5: Jingdezhen Vase).  
  (3) Longquan biscuit firing techniques 
  Longquan potters mastered kiln-atmosphere control and used two types of 
atmosphere, oxidation and reduction, to produce celadon ware, which could be made 
by firing ceramics in a smoky atmosphere but cooling and finishing the process in an 
oxidation atmosphere. This was used to produce Longquan celadon for the Yuan 
dynasty; in this type of celadon the glaze is green but the exposed body is red (Pierson 
1996:58) (Figure 2.5: Longquan vase). 
  (4) Shufu glaze 
  During the 13th century, Shufu glaze, a type of glaze very similar to Qingbai but 
with a lower percentage of calcium flux, was used for glazing Qingbai porcelain in 
the Jingdezhen kilns. Because of the reduced flux, Shufu glaze had a higher viscosity 
and was easier to apply to on objects, with the fired glaze appearing rather opaque, 
milky and thicker than Qingbai glaze (Pierson 1996:20-21). 
  (5) Popularity of ‘the full decorative style’ 
  Many kilns, such as the Cizhou, Jingdezhen, Jizhou and Longquan kilns, produced 
36	
fully decorated ceramic wares that were very popular in Yuan China (Figure 2.5) 
(Medley 1974, JXSWWGZD 1984a, JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007, 
ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009). This style was not very common during the Song period 
and can be found on Yaozhou, Cizhou and Jingdezhen wares. The highly ranked 
Longquan, Ru and Guan wares were famed for their elegant shape and beautiful glaze, 
rather than decoration; however, a change in decorative fashion occurred and it is 
difficult to fathom the social and historical reasons for this. It has been suggested that 
the fully decorative style may have been strongly influenced by Islamic art tastes 
(Medley 1974:32-33, Krahl 1986d). 
 
 
Figure 2.5: Full decorative style on ceramics in Yuan Dynasty. 
(From left to right: Cizhou, Jizhou, Jingdezhen and Longquan ceramic vases, height: 240mm, 151mm, 
394mm and 243mm, housed in the British Museum and the Percival David Foundation collection, 
SOAS) 
 
2.2.7 Chinese ceramics in the Ming dynasty (1368-1644 AD) 
  In 1368 AD the first Ming emperor, Zhu Yuanzhang, also called the Hongwu 
Emperor, re-established Chinese authority and spent 35 years reunifying China from 
the rule of the Yuan, an alien empire (Zhu 2000:209).  
  Due to the constant warfare in the late Yuan period, the Chinese economy, 
especially in northern China, such as in the provinces of Hebei, Henan and Shandong, 
had been badly destroyed; however, during the early years of Hongwu’s reign the 
economy recovered smoothly (Zhu 2000:251-254). The Hongwu Emperor, in terms of 
political control, expected everyone to obey his rule and he implemented 
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consolidating control in China by creating a new administrative system and new legal 
code (Zhu 2000:236-240). 
  During the first few decades under Hongwu’s reign, the Ming dynasty employed a 
carefully diplomatic attitude to foreign countries and closed the gates to foreign 
exchange. The Hongwu Emperor warned future emperors not to engage in military 
campaigns for glory and conquest, and in his 1395 AD ancestral injunctions, Hongwu 
specifically wrote that China should not attack neighbouring countries (Mote and 
Twitchett 1988:229). In terms of foreign trade, the Hongwu Emperor attempted many 
times to open China and he initially established the Mercantile Shipping 
Superintendence in the port of Taicang near the Ming capital Nanjing, before moving 
the office to Ningbo, Quanzhou and Guangzhou. In 1374 AD he finally closed China 
(Chao 2012:72-73) and admonished future Ming rulers that ‘no ships be allowed into 
the sea’ (e
ª	w) (Zhang 1974:vol. 250). This ‘sea ban’ was also aimed at 
ensuring land security.  
  The son of Hongwu, the Yongle Emperor, slightly altered the ‘sea ban’ but he still 
prevented private trade (Chao 2012:76) and attempted to monopolise foreign tributes 
and trade through Zheng He’s expeditions and tribute trade (Kerr 2002:125, Park 
2012:169). 
  In the Ming dynasty, a notable change in the Chinese ceramic industry is the 
establishment of the Imperial Ceramic Kilns (X+) in Jingdezhen and Longquan 
cities for producing ceramics that only used by Ming Chinese emperors (Wang 2011c), 
while the northern Chinese ceramic industries had sharply declined. It has been 
suggested by Quan Kuishan and Meng Shaoyuan that production in a large number of 
kilns that had been operating in the Song-Yuan period declined or stopped and only 
the Jingdezhen, Longquan and Dehua kilns maintained their leading positions without 
any further development (Quan and Meng 2008:219). 
  This view is supported by archaeological evidence from available kiln sites. The 
northern Chinese ceramic industry declined sharply and high quality ceramic wares 
were no longer produced there. Most of the ceramics in this area in this period were 
common stoneware or high-fired pottery (Yang 1964, ZZSWWGLZ 1984:382-383, 
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Xue and Zuo 2002, Guo 2005, Lv 2013). 
  In southern China, both the Jingdezhen kilns and Longquan kilns continued as the 
leading kilns and became the ceramic centres for the whole of China. The so-called 
Imperial Ceramic Kilns had been officially established in Jingdezhen in 1426 AD 
(Wang 2004c:126-127, 2011c). Potentially slightly earlier than this, the Longquan 
kilns had been asked to produce imperial quality celadon ware and this might have 
lasted into the middle Ming period (ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009, Qin and Liu 
2012:14-15). Both Fujian and Guangdong had a good ceramic industry during the 
Ming dynasty and the Dehua kilns were famous for their white porcelain (FJSBWG 
1990a, FJSBWY et al. 2006).	
  The archaeological evidence indicates that there was a clear reduction in the 
number of ceramic kilns during the Ming dynasty, especially in northern China where 
the ceramic industry declined sharply (Quan and Meng 2008:219-220). However, this 
decline does not represent a decline of the whole Chinese ceramic industry nor the 
quality of ceramics produced. Rather it shows that the centre of Chinese ceramic 
manufacturing became centralised at the Jingdezhen and Longquan kilns as 
mentioned above. Fujian and Guangdong also had a good ceramic industry, especially 
as exporting ceramic suppliers, and closely followed the ceramic fashions and trends 
of the imperial quality ceramic producers. Blue and white porcelain became the major 
ceramic ware produced in Ming China. 
 
2.2.8 Summary for this historical review of Chinese ceramic development 
  Based on this historical review of the Chinese ceramic industry, it can be seen that 
China could produce good quality and high-fired ceramic stoneware from the 6th 
century onwards. With technical improvements in ceramic manufacturing methods, 
ceramic wares in China had been highly regarded as not only cups for the 
tea-ceremony (Lu 1927:Chapter 4, Krahl et al. 2010:46), but also tribute wares for the 
Tang central palace and court (Wang 2004c:28-29) from the 8th century. These good 
quality ceramics were therefore giving a new impetus to the oriental trade in addition 
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to the trades in silk and spices.  
  In the following centuries, Chinese ceramic wares contributed to China’s prosperity 
and became the imperial wares for the Chinese Palace and Emperors in the early 15th 
century. During this long period, of course the classes of Chinese ceramics changed 
from time to time. These ceramic products are useful for the study of Indian Ocean 
archaeology: they survive well, can be easily identified and can often be more 
precisely dated than local wares in the western Indian Ocean. This background, 
therefore, provides an outlined impression of Chinese ceramics and ceramic industries 
for the following sections and chapters. 
 
2.3 Chinese historical records on ceramic industries 
  Of course historical texts are a key source for our understanding of the Chinese 
ceramic industry and its development and many studies have been carried out using 
these sources, particularly on individual periods or aspects of the manufacturing 
industry. However, if we wish to take a broad overview of the long-term development 
of ceramic manufacturing, the picture becomes more complicated. Very few studies 
have attempted to take this type of long-term perspective using historical sources in a 
way that would allow period-by-period comparisons to be made. This is because it 
would be a massive task to collect all the historical accounts that relate to Chinese 
ceramics over such a long period of time (Chen 2009:93). In the absence of such a 
study and bearing in mind the limitations of a PhD thesis and the fact that this thesis is 
based predominantly on archaeological evidence, the historical data presented in this 
section is drawn from two important contemporary works on the collection of 
historical documents concerned with ancient Chinese ceramics: Annotated Collection 
of Historical Documents on Ancient Chinese Ceramics (8.Ã\Ä¹) by 
Feng Xianming (2000) and Zhongguo Taoci Guji Jicheng (8Ã.Ä[) [the 
Collection of Historical Documents on Chinese Ceramics] by Xiong Liao (2006b). 
This section cannot therefore claim to be a full and detailed study of the historical 
sources that is something that we must hope will be produced in the future. 
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  Feng Xianming and Xiong Liao have separately collected and annotated many 
ancient Chinese ceramic histories and their interpretation provides a detailed 
explanation of these historical accounts, word for word. During the course of their 
research, they have not only collected as many historical accounts as possible, but 
also through their historical understanding, have provided detailed information on 
Chinese ceramics, kilns, ware shapes, historical comments and ranking, 
manufacturing techniques and so forth (Feng 2000, Xiong 2006b). Whilst small 
editing errors and missing and repeated accounts may be occasionally found, and 
there is generally an absence of consideration of the reliability and historiography of 
the documents used, the contribution of these books far outweighs their flaws (Chen 
2009:93, 97). A re-reading of the historical records collected by Feng and Xiong 
raises a key question in relation to the present study: is it possible to outline a reliable 
description of the long-term development of the Chinese ceramic industry from 
historical records? 
  In order to address this question, an exploratory analysis was undertaken which 
consisted of re-reading Feng and Xiong’s collections of documents and re-grouping 
them by date (publication or record) and theme. This also allows a tentative outline of 
the development of Chinese ceramics and ceramic industries to be proposed, whilst 
acknowledging that it is far from complete or perfect. 
  Before such a discussion is presented, a brief introduction to the development of 
Chinese historical records on ceramics will be presented which will review the 
essential and significant historical descriptions, monographs and records on Chinese 
ceramics. It is necessary to repeat the use of some historical records, especially within 
the section on the grading of Chinese ceramics, where the historical records are highly 
important for allowing the grouping of Chinese ceramics according to value. 
 
2.3.1 Background of Chinese ceramic historical records 
  The earliest historical documents of ancient Chinese ceramics are very rare and 
come from classic books, such as the Books of Rites (©), Han Feizi (ÉÈ@), 
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Chronicle of Zuo (Q), and so forth (Wang 2004c:10-11, Xiong 2006b:1-3). These 
classic works were published (or have a recorded date) earlier than the 2nd century AD, 
and provide a general description of the early stages of Chinese history, social forms, 
administrations and ceremonial rites. However, these records rarely record Chinese 
pottery, although they do mention the different forms, ceremonial use, functional use 
and related stories, rather than direct descriptions of the ceramic industry and pottery 
fabrics, shapes and decorations. Books, such as The Book of Diverse Crafts (P©), 
The Annals of Lu Buwei (3m_), and so forth, record that in the age before the 2nd 
century BC, officials supervised the production of potteries for Chinese central courts, 
and the regulations of pottery manufacturing have been recorded in detail (Wang 
2004c:10-11, Xiong 2006b:1-3).  
  It can be confirmed by archaeological evidence that during the period from 
approximately the 5th century BC to the 2nd century AD, the Chinese ceramic industry, 
including both pottery and stoneware, had been well established and had developed 
(Feng 2009, Shen 2009, Zheng 2009), and the rare historical records are well 
supported by the archaeological evidence. 
  The Chinese ceramic industry entered a prosperous age in the 7th century AD, and 
The Classics of Tea ( ), was the first monograph about tea written by a Tang tea 
master Lu Yu (733-804). This book ranks Chinese stoneware, and is the first 
occurrence within ceramic history that stoneware and pottery had been studied and 
ranked. According to Lu Yu, Yue celadon (produced in Zhejiang Province, southern 
China), was regarded as the best tea drinking ware at that time, whilst Xing white 
stoneware/porcelain (produced in Hebei Province, northern China) was also highly 
praised, as noted by the description ‘a kind of most popular ceramics with a fair price’ 
in the book A Supplementary History of Tang (580¦). 
  Since the Tang dynasty, an increasing number of classical books, monographs and 
other records started to include details on Chinese ceramics. Based on Feng’s work, 
up until the 19th century, approximately 550 books had been written on Chinese 
ceramics. These books consist of historical classics, provincial and council 
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choreographies (UZ,Z), poetry collections (¬kÄ), and short story collections 
(©H­) (Feng 2000:8). 
 
2.3.2 Discussion on the historical records of Chinese ceramics 
  (1) The numerical bias of historical records 
  Historically, based on the works of Feng and Xiong, about 230 kilns have been 
recorded as dating from the Tang to Qing dynasties (618-1912 AD) (Feng 2000). 
These were geographically located within 18 of the modern Chinese provinces; Henan, 
Zhejiang, Fujian and Shanxi had over 20 kilns each, whilst Hebei, Gansu and 
Guangdong had 10 kilns each. 
  A count of these historical records reveals that about 86% were recorded or 
published after the 14th century (Table 2.1). The number of accounts decreased during 
the Yuan period and then sharply increased during the Ming and Qing dynasties. It 
should be noted that the large number of accounts recorded in the Ming and Qing 
periods are due to well-recorded provincial and council choreographies (Liang and 
Weng 2008:93-94, Chen 2009). 
 
Table 2.1: Number of historical accounts of ceramic kilns dating from the Tang to Qing dynasties. 
Source: (Feng 2000: 33-143, Xiong and Xiong 2006: 13-37, 147-149). 
 
Chinese Dynasty Tang Song Yuan Ming Qing Total 
Numbers of historical accounts of 
kilns 
18 81 30 302 497 928 
  
Table 2.2: Comparison of the number of kilns according to historical accounts and known 
archaeological kiln sites from the Tang to Qing dynasties. 
Sources: (historical accounts Feng 2000:33-143, archaeological kiln sites are based on Dataset 1 in 
Appendix 1) 
 
Chinese Dynasty Tang Song Yuan Ming Qing 
Number of kilns according to the 
historical accounts 
11 23 22 117 181 
Number of archaeological kiln sites 53 109 55 30 Approx.30 
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  However, based on the archaeological datasets in Appendices 1 and 2, the 
archaeological evidence presents a different picture, as more archaeological kiln sites 
have been found during the early period and only a smaller number have been found 
after the Ming dynasty (Table 2.2). This contradiction will be explained in detail in 
the following sections of this chapter. 
  According to archaeological excavations and surveys since the early 20th century, 
ceramic kiln sites have been individually discovered and the archaeological 
understanding of ceramic kilns does not match well with the historical understanding. 
From the 240 historically recorded kilns (Feng 2000) and approximately 140 
archaeological based kiln sites (Dataset 1 in Appendix 1), no more than 60 kiln sites 
can be matched.  
  Hence, it must be that a numerical bias based on the historical understanding has 
resulted from the relatively small number of historical records dating from the early 
period (such as the Tang and Song periods). It seems that historical understanding and 
descriptions from this early period have led to a significant under-estimation of the 
Chinese ceramic industry at this time. Early historical records on Chinese ceramics 
were limited but increased during the Tang to Song period, but then decreased again, 
probably due to the negative attitude towards ceramics held by the Yuan Mongolian 
rulers (Medley 1974:1, Anonymous 1998:Vol. 22).3 Later, in the 15th century, Ming 
China began to focus on recording details of the ceramic industry and there is a sharp 
increase in the number of historical accounts. Another reason for this bias is that there 
are always more recent texts than old ones, as texts get destroyed and lost as time 
passes. 
  (2) Themes of historical records 
  According to a re-reading of the collected historical accounts, most do not contain 
clear descriptions of the ceramic industry. Feng and Xiong roughly grouped the 
																																																								3	 This	is	a	famous	historical	account	in	which	the	Yuan	rulers	call	ceramics	‘useless	items’	(YDZ	1998:	Vol	22).	It	also	has	been	suggested	that	the	Mongols	had	no	real	interest	in	the	art	of	ceramics	and	did	not	find	Chinese	taste	congenial.	This	saying	remains	much	debated	(Medley	1974:	1),	but	a	discussion	here	is	inappropriate.	 	
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records of what they collected (Feng 2000, Xiong 2006b). Although no clear 
definitions of their categories have been given by their works, these records can be 
initially defined according to their contents and themes: 
 
a. Geography and Commodities: These accounts describe ceramic kiln locations and simply 
confirm ceramic production. The descriptions are normally in the form of ‘the kiln 
named …was located at… and ceramic productions have been manufactured from this kiln.’  
b. Identification: Accounts provide details on different wares. The descriptions are in the 
form of ‘the ceramic ware has a …glaze and a …body, it can be distinguished from other 
wares because of …’ 
c. Ranking and Comments: Comparisons of one type of ceramics ware to another, with 
descriptions in form of ‘… wares are better than…wares because of…’ 
d. History and/or Stories: Descriptions involve the history of a ceramic kiln, ware or potters, 
and/or provide a story that involves ceramic ware, kilns or potters. 
e. Poetry: Poems compliment, comment or describe ceramic wares and/or kilns. 
f. Industrial Description: The descriptions record the scale and/or the number of potters at a 
kiln, in the form of ‘the kiln of … has … individual kilns and …potters.’ 
g. Functions or Categories: The descriptions record the functions of ceramic wares or what 
ceramics have been produced. 
h. Manufacturing or Repairing Techniques: The descriptions record the manufacturing or 
repairing techniques for specific ceramic wares. 
i. Other records: Inscriptions on steles or official documents which record local history that 
involved a kiln. 
j. Unreliable Records: These records describe a place name and also a kiln name, which 
cannot be clearly recognised as a kiln that existed. 
 
Table 2.3: Number of historical accounts from the Tang to Qing dynasties grouped by theme. 
Themes No. of Records 
a. Geography and Commodities 560 
b. Identification 105 
c. Ranking and Comments 81 
d. History and/or Stories 75 
e. Poetry 28 
f. Industrial Description 19 
g. Functions or Categories 12 
f. Manufacturing or Repairing Techniques 13 
i. Other Records 11 
j. Unreliable Records 48 
   
  Based on this re-grouping of historical records by theme, an exploratory analysis 
reveals that simple descriptions of ceramic kiln locations and confirmed ceramic 
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production from these kilns (theme a) accounts for a very large proportion (nearly 
60%) of the total number of records. About 11% of the accounts provide details on the 
identification and description of ceramic wares (theme b), about 9% (theme c) provide 
comments and rank the ceramic wares and kilns, and only 2% of the historical records 
have directly describe the scale of a kiln, its size and the number of potters (theme f) 
(Table 2.3).  
  On this basis, it is suggested that the historical records have provided a 
non-systematic and biased description of ceramic kilns. Although more than half the 
records which contain geographical and commercial descriptions are from provincial 
and council choreographies, they do not provide a detailed description of the scale of 
the ceramic industry, kiln size and the number of potters, whilst no sound records on 
trading information have been identified. 
 
2.3.3 Short summary: question of the Chinese historical records on the ceramic 
industry 
  Based on the exploratory analysis above of the Chinese historical records on 
ceramics and ceramic kilns, numerical and thematic biases can be observed in these 
records. It therefore suggested that historical descriptions do not provide a good 
understanding of the Chinese ceramic industry, at least from a numerical perspective.  
  Some important historical descriptions can directly provide evidence for ranking, 
descripting, grouping and classifying Chinese ceramics; however, care needs to be 
taken when using these records to gain a general understanding of Chinese ceramic 
industrial patterns, and archaeological evidence is therefore very important. 
 
2.4 Methodology of this chapter: aim, data collection and exploration. 
  The full number of Chinese ceramic kiln sites is huge, and, according to 
contemporary studies, it is impossible to calculate a precise number based on the 
reports that are available. The only suggested number is mentioned in Xiong 
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Haitang’s work (Xiong 1995:150-151) and he says over 2,770 Chinese ceramic kiln 
sites were reported up to the early 1990s. They include over 6,100 kiln structures with 
dates ranging from pre-history to the late 19th century. But it is a pity that Xiong does 
not provide a full list of these kiln sites and not mention how he collected these data 
and numbers. It is certain that the number of known kiln sites and their remains will 
have grown significantly in the past two decades. Another example is that it has been 
reported by the Guangdong Provincial Archaeological Institute, from 1956 to 1985, 
that there are 1,382 kiln remains that date from pre-history to the 19th century within 
Guangdong Province, but only 57 kilns have been surveyed and excavated (Zeng 
1991:105), with a similar situation occurring in many provinces of China. 
  When facing such a huge number of kiln sites, it seems difficult for an individual 
scholar or a single study to review Chinese ceramic industrial archaeology. However, 
as mentioned above, a preliminary quantified study is needed to begin to investigate 
the changing trends in the Chinese ceramic industry. This section therefore aims to 
collect and analyse data on Chinese ceramic kiln sites focussing on the period from 
the 8th to 15th centuries.  
  In order to approach this quantified study, two datasets (see Appendices 1 and 2) 
have been built based on a collection of 200 key kiln sites. Many of these have been 
mentioned by past studies (e.g. ZGGSYXH 1982, Medley 1989, He 1996, Quan and 
Meng 2008, Feng 2009, Pierson 2009, Li et al. 2010b, Fang 2013). Although the kiln 
site number in this collection is much smaller in comparison with the number 
suggested by Xiong (1995:150-151), it is the largest data collection, at the moment, of 
Chinese ceramic kiln sites which includes a kiln site list and parallel evidence. 
  This section aims to introduce the two datasets of Chinese ceramic kiln sites, the 
methodology, and an exploratory analysis of the datasets. It consists of three parts; the 
first is an introduction to the building and collecting of these two datasets; the second 
sets out the aims of the exploratory analysis; the third discusses the limitations of 
these datasets.  
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2.4.1 Building and collecting of Datasets 1 and 2 
  In both historical and contemporary reviews of Chinese ceramics, it can be noted 
that many published works contain common faults, in that that they are mainly 
focusing on ‘important and well known’ kiln sites (Medley 1989, Vainker 1991, He 
1996, Feng 2009, Li et al. 2010b). The locations, characteristics, descriptions and 
history of each kiln site have been well described in these works, but they have not 
attempted a long-term and comprehensive dataset-based study. Smaller scale and 
non-famous kilns producing lower quality ceramics are in many cases missing 
altogether.  
  In order to re-consider the Chinese ceramic industry from an archaeological 
approach, datasets on Chinese ceramic kilns have been collected by the author. These 
datasets are the largest and most comprehensive collection of data pertaining to 
Chinese ceramic kiln sites, and include over 200 key archaeological sites of ceramic 
kilns, which have been re-grouped into 140 sites, due to their fabric and glaze features 
(Table 2.4 and Appendices 1, 2). These sites are published by archaeological surveys 
and missions, rather than being based on historically recorded kiln sites (e.g. the Ge 
kilns have been recorded by historical documents but no direct archaeological 
excavation could confirm them. Their locations and archaeological finds are in debate. 
In this case, the Ge kiln site is excluded from this dataset). This dataset still does not 
provide the full pattern for all Chinese ceramic kiln sites because the total number of 
archaeological Chinese ceramic kiln sites is difficult to determine, for the reasons that 
are outlined below: 
  (1) Studies which systematically record Chinese archaeological excavations of 
ceramic kilns in order to classify and date ceramic finds and kiln structures are rare. 
Therefore the archaeological kiln sites collected for this study are mainly taken from 
published monographs of Chinese ceramic historical and archaeological studies. 
There have been some important Chinese ceramic studies closely linked to 
archaeological finds; for example, Feng Xianming reported 54 important Chinese 
kilns in his book, Chinese Ceramics (8Ã) (Feng 2009). These new kilns date 
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from the Tang to Qing dynasties and include ‘overlapped kilns’, a term that refers to 
one kiln which could be dated to different Chinese dynasties. For example, the Ding 
kilns were presented separately in the chapters on Tang kilns and Song kilns, and 
hence have been counted twice. Quan Kuishan and Meng Yuanshao listed nearly 200 
kiln sites, again including overlapped kilns and provided details of 31 new kiln sites 
and their production in Ancient Ceramics (.Ã) (Quan and Meng 2008). 
However, it should be noted that these works do not fully list all the Chinese ceramic 
kiln sites and an all-inclusive database of Chinese ceramic kilns remains unavailable.  
(2) Although the terminology for this thesis has been defined in section 1.6.1 of 
Chapter 1, there is no standardised system or terminology for presenting a Chinese 
ceramic kiln and the meanings of terms such as ‘kiln structure’, ‘kiln complex’ and 
‘kiln site’ are not clearly distinguished and are often used interchangeably.  
  For example ‘Longquan kilns’ is used as a general term and as the name for a kiln 
complex. There is also a large number of kiln sites with their own names which can 
be grouped under the Longquan kiln sites. The published reports of the Longquan kiln 
sites are included, for example, the Anrenkou (B-) (SHBWGKGB 1986), Shang 
Yan’ercun (!c) (Li et al. 1986), Jincun (»c) (Zhang 1989a), Dayao (>) 
(Zhu 1989a), Longquan Dongqu (Ïq') (ZJSWWKGYJS 2005) and Dayao 
Fengdongyan (>htL) (ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009) kiln sites. It has been 
suggested that the overall number of known individual kiln structures at the Longquan 
kilns is somewhere between 350 and 455 (Yang 2011:17, Qin and Liu 2012:10). 
Therefore, a full collection of all the kiln structures is difficult to draw up, and 
therefore as details for all known excavations of the Longquan kiln sites, they have 
been grouped together as one and named ‘the Longquan kiln sites’ in this dataset.  
  Because there is no standardised system to present Chinese ceramic industries, this 
data collection uses ceramic features and fabrics to re-group the collected kiln 
remains/sites. Hence, among these 200 collected kiln remains/sites, 78 kiln sites can 
be attempted to further combine to 18 kiln sites. And therefore, these two datasets are 
in the form of a list of 140 kiln sites. These are listed below: (see Appendix 1 for their 
references): 
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- Yue Kilns:  
Yinxian kilns (¸,), Shangyu kilns (£), Huangyan kilns (ÌL), Ningbo kilns (Ar), 
Fenghua kilns (?%) 
- Ou Kilns 
Wenzhou kilns (zO), Taishun kilns (sÊ), Yongjia kilns (o6), Rui’an kilns (B), 
Leqing kilns (x) 
- Wuzhou Kilns 
Jinhua kilns (»)), Wuyi kilns (l), Tiedian Kilns (¼T), Dukou kilns (y- Jiangxi 
Province) 
- Longquan Kilns 
Longquan kilns (Ïq), Yunhe kilns (4), Jingqiao kilns (²i Jiangxi Province), Anrenkou 
kilns (B- ), Yan’ercun kilns (!c ), Jincun kilns (»c ), Dayao kilns (> ), 
Fengdongyan kilns (htL:) 
- Longyou Kilns 
Longyou kilns (Ï{), Quxian kilns (¥,) 
- Leizhou Kilns 
Kanghai kilns (wV), Suixi kilns (³) 
- Hengshan kilns:  
Hengshan kilns (¤J), Hengnan kilns (¤*), Leiyang kilns (Á), Chashan kilns ( J), 
Miluo kilns (p), Yueyang kilns (MÁ),  
- Xiangyin kilns 
Xiangyin kilns (}Â), Tonggu kilns (½Î Jiangxi Province) 
- Jingdezhen kilns 
Shihuwan kilns (¢~), Shengmeiting kilns (j), Yingtian kilns (), Hutian kilns (|
), Liyang kilns (Á), Luomaqiao kilns (¡Ëi:), Imperial Kilns (X), Nanyao kilns 
(*:), Leping kilns (S), Lantian Kilns (#) 
- Jizhou Kilns 
Jizhou kilns (1O), Yonghezhen kilns (o4¾) 
- Ganzhou Kilns 
Qilizhen kilns (º¾), Longnan kilns (Ï*), Huichang kilns (^), Xunwu kilns (E), 
Dayu kilns (>), Yudu kilns (·) 
- Hongzhou Kilns 
Fengcheng kilns (<), Hongzhou kilns (uO), Linchuan kilns (N), Shangyou kilns (
)  
- Jianyang Kilns 
Jiangkou kilns (G-), Niupilun kilns (), Jian’ou Kilns (W), Lupingshan kilns (;
J), Jishui kilns (1n), Yulinting Kilns ´g 
- Zhangzhou Kilns 
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Pinghe kilns (S4), Zhangpu kilns (v), Nanjing kilns (*Ç), Yunxiao kilns (Å), 
Zhao’an kilns («B), Hua’an kilns ()B) 
- Tong’an Kilns 
Xianyou kilns ({), Dongshandao kilns (JK:), Tong’an kilns (2B) 
- Quanzhou Kilns 
Anxi kilns (B), Dongmen kilns (¿), Quanzhou kilns (qO) 
- Dehua Kilns: 
Qudougong kilns (I]D), Dehua kilns (Y%), Jiabeishan kilns (dJ) 
- Cizhou kilns: 
Guantai kilns (¨/), Jiabicun kilns (¯c) 
 
  Therefore, all of these collected 200 key kiln remains/sites are regrouped into 140 
listed kiln sites in two datasets. Dataset 1 (Appendix 1) provides details on the 
locations, date and references, whilst Dataset 2 (Appendix 2) provides details on the 
different classes of wares that were produced. 
   (3) As Table 2.3 shows, the historical recorded kilns sites could not be well 
matched to current archaeological sites. It indicates that in the Tang and Song periods 
there were many archaeological kiln sites with a few historical kilns, but in the Ming 
period there were few archaeological sites and each with many historical kilns. This 
point hints that a full and comprehensive pattern is hard to determine based on current 
historical and archaeological understanding. 
  Due to these reasons, the data in this study is based mainly on a re-examination of 
important and well-surveyed and excavated kiln sites that have been previously 
published. Monographs of kiln excavation reports and proceedings of archaeological 
and ceramic studies have also been re-examined and included.  
  This section does not aim to encompass all the Chinese ceramic kiln sites and finds 
and there are a number of sites that have not been incorporated into the dataset, 
including sites that are located in present-day Inner Mongolia, Gansu, Ningxia and 
Northeast China, as both politically and geographically these were not located in the 
ancient Chinese central area and most were alien nation kilns. Most of their 
productions were considered as the ‘alien nations’ ceramics (e.g. the Liao ceramics), 
rather than ‘Chinese ceramics’ that exported outside of Chinese markets. 
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Table 2.4: List of Chinese Ceramic Kiln Sites within Datasets 1 and 2. 
(KN= Kiln Site Number, see their locations according to Map 1.1 and see their references according to Dataset 1 in Appendix 1) 
KN Name   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
KN Name   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
KN Name   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
KN Name 
1 Shouzhou 2; 36 Foshan-Shiwan 5~p 71 Jiangxia ^$ 106 Raoping ³= 
2 Cizao v 37 Guanchong + 72 Husi oc 107 Liuzhou S; 
3 Huai’an D* 38 Changsha ¡_ 73 Chenzhou ; 108 Hengfeng Y9 
4 Guilin UR 39 Ganzhou ; 74 Hongjiang f^ 109 Jing’an ±* 
5 Yueyang 8¦ 40 Quyang/Ding O¦/, 75 Pengxian B 110 Yuxi wr 
6 Yixing - 41 Jingxing 
¨ 76 Longquan ·b 111 Lufeng  
7 Zhangshu XT 42 Huixian  77 Quanzhou b; 112 Jianshui ?[ 
8 Hongzhouf; 43 Lushan µ5 78 Xin’an I* 113 Yuxian | 
9 Yanshan 5 44 Mixian 1 79 Yiyang -¦ 114 Huaihua D 
10 Qionglai : 45 Dengfeng {3 80 Ru ] 115 Huiyang E¦ 
11 Qingyanggong °. 46 Hebi ¶#« 81 Linru ] 116 Boluo  
12 Deqing Cm 47 Yuzhou ; 82 Xunyi J 117 Jieyang G¦ 
13 Yue  48 Neixiang 	 83 Jiexiu  118 Hepu h 
14 Wuzhou &; 49 Jiaxian  84 Mengjiajing (/
 119 Dangyangyu A¦ 
15 Ou y 50 Yaozhou ; 85 Tushan j5 120 Pacun FP 
16 Cizhou ; 51 Hunyuan gq 86 Zhangzhou s; 121 Qixian l 
17 Xing 52 Pingding =, 87 Qujiang O^ 122 Nanping = 
18 Gongyi < 53 Fanchang K 88 Hui’an E* 123 Pucheng h" 
19 Xingyang ¦ 54 Renli  89 Nan’an * 124 Luoyang e¦ 
20 Anyang *¦ 55 Yaotouling H%7 90 Putian z 125 Minqing ¤m 
21 Qufu O¥ 56 Xiajian ¯£ 91 Fuqing m 126 Lianjiang ^ 
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KN Name   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
KN Name   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
KN Name   
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
KN Name 
22 Zhongchenhao § 57 Hengyang ¦ 92 Yongchun \M 127 Shaowu Z 
23 Zibo k 58 Linjiang ^ 93 Zhangping s= 128 Ningde )C 
24 Yanqian 6 59 Jizhou ; 94 Minhou ¤ 129 Lei'zhou ­; 
25 Songkou  60 JingdezhenNC  95 Tengxian  130 Nanhai i 
26 Kongling 'u 61 Xiafuqiao  V 96 Xing’an * 131 Longjingkeng ·²! 
27 Qinxi xr 62 Tong’an  * 97 Yiyang }¦ 132 Heyuan `q 
28 Jianyang ?¦ 63 Fengkai 3@ 98 Nanfeng  133 Hengshan 5 
29 E’zhou ; 64 Shaxian _ 99 Nankeng ! 134 Longyou ·n 
30 Guangze d 65 Xiamen ¢ 100 Dazhou ; 135 Xiangshan 5 
31 Jiangle 4 66 Sanming L 101 Guan Kilns+ 136 Quan’nan  
32 Chaozhou/t; 67 Songxi Qr 102 Longhua ª 137 Lingling ¬© 
33 Xicun P 68 Huizhou E; 103 Huozhou ®; 138 Nancheng " 
34 Gaoming ´L 69 Guiping U= 104 Changzhi ¡a 139 Guangyuan > 
35 Meixian W 70 Rongxian 0 105 Dehua-QB C 140 Beihai i 
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  In summary, details of 140 important kiln sites have been collected and are listed in 
Appendix 1. The glaze type used at these important kiln sites will be re-examined, 
whilst the decorations, shapes and ceramic fabrics and marks will not be discussed for 
this dataset. 	
2.4.2 Exploratory analyses of Datasets 1 and 2 (Tables 6.1 to 6.6). 
  Tables 6.1 to 6.6 in Appendix 4 show a summary analysis of the kiln site numbers, 
ceramic classes and their percentages according to the six periods described above. 
This section then sets out some preliminary archaeological observations on 
distributions and distributional changes of Chinese ceramic kiln sites through time. 
Using the collected data, six maps (Maps 2.1 to 2.6) of the distribution of Chinese 
ceramic kiln sites set out the changes in the Chinese ceramic industries from the 6th to 
16th centuries. Using the dating evidence reported from each kiln site, each of these 
six maps shows the locations of ceramic industrial production and industrial shifts and 
movement can be seen in this way. It is suggested that direct effects of the changes in 
Chinese political territories and maritime economic interests on Chinese ceramic 
industrial patterns can be seen. These trends seem to reflect changes in the classes of 
Chinese trade ceramics that were produced. These analyses will lead on to discussion 
of the relationship between Chinese ceramics and Chinese trade ceramics further on 
in this thesis.  
 
2.4.3 Limitations of this analysis 
    Of course it must be acknowledged that there are several limitations to the data 
on which this discussion is based.  Firstly the analysis is based only on available 
published archaeological excavations and surveys, and it was often difficult to 
standardise the classification of ceramic classes based on the published descriptions. 
This is particularly true of the white ceramics, descriptions of which vary from white 
stoneware, celadon ware and Qingbai ware. In order to avoid this problem, a 
definition of the different classes used here has been provided, although inaccurate 
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published details might in some cases have led to errors in the changing trends that 
are set out here. 
  Another problem is that the scale of the archaeological kiln surveys and 
excavations is not always provided in the publications, as was mentioned earlier. The 
scale of a kiln is a major problem as individual kiln sites which have been the focus of 
archaeological exploration are not grouped under a standardised classification. For 
example, the Longquan kilns had a very large ceramic industry covering over 400 
individual kiln sites in the 14th century (Qin and Liu 2012:445), yet are represented as 
one kiln site within the dataset. Ultimately, this will have led to some notable bias in 
the understanding of some periods of China’s ceramic industry. There is nothing that 
can be done about this until it is possible to compile a more complete dataset. 
Nonetheless, in the meantime it is argued here that an exploratory analysis of the 
dataset has the potential at least to identify some important trends in Chinese ceramic 
production through time, even if the results have to be tempered with a note on the 
possible limitations of the dataset. 
 
2.5 Exploratory analyses and discussions on the Datasets 1 and 2.  
  Based on the questions raised above following the review of Chinese ceramic 
history and the historical records, this section aims to provide a tentative overview of 
the Chinese ceramic industry from a purely archaeological perspective based on kiln 
site distribution and ceramic classes. Using the datasets collected by the author, it is 
possible to propose a preliminary outline of the trends and changes in Chinese 
ceramics. 
 
2.5.1 Numbers and the distribution of Chinese Ceramic Kiln Sites 
  From the 2nd to the 16th century the distribution pattern of Chinese ceramic kilns 
and the ceramic industry changed many times. According to Dataset 1 (Appendix 1) 
and Tables 6.1 to 6.6 (Appendix 4), it can be seen that the number of kilns altered 
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during the different periods from the 6th to the 16th centuries. Figure 2.6 shows that 
from the 6th to about the 11th century there was a steady increase in the Chinese 
ceramic kiln industry, reaching a peak in the 12th to 13th century, at which point in 
time the Song dynasty lost the northern Chinese territory. When the Mongol rulers 
incorporated occupied China into the Mongol Empire, the Chinese ceramic industry 
started to decrease, and this decline continued until the 16th century. However, it 
should be noted that the numerical decrease may not directly represent a decline in the 
Chinese ceramic industry, and hidden behind this there may be a monopolisation 
process that occurred during the 14th to 16th centuries. This point will be further 
explained in the following paragraphs. 
 
Figure 2.6: Change in the number of Chinese kiln sites from the 6th to the 16th century. 
(Based on Datasets 1 and 2 in Appendices 1 and 2 and Tables 6.1 to 6.6 in Appendix 4) 
 
  The following sections provide an exploratory analysis of the dataset according to 
the changes occurring from period to period. However, it should be noted that during 
the early period, ceramic distribution was definitively linked to the availability of 
natural resources, such as fine clays, rivers and woods. With the development of the 
Chinese ceramic industry, the demand for good quality ceramics from palaces in the 
capital cities and for traded wares from port cities strongly shaped the development of 
the distribution of the ceramic industry. According to the dataset compiled by the 
author this section aims to discuss the change in the distribution pattern of the 
010
2030
4050
6070
8090
6th	to	7th	cent. 8th	to	9th	cent. 10th	to	11th	cent. 12th	to	13th	cent. 14th	cent. 15th	to	16th	cent.
56	
Chinese ceramic industry from the 6th to the 16th century. 
(1) Distribution of Ceramic Kilns during the 6th to 7th centuries  
  It has been mentioned before that as early as the 2nd century AD, celadon stoneware 
was successfully produced in Zhejiang Province in southern China (Li 1978a, Feng 
2009:251). The Zhejiang area went on to develop a celadon/black glaze ware based 
ceramic industrial centre during the 3rd to 5th centuries (Zhu 1981, Feng 2009:243, 
253, Li 2011b, Luo 2012). The form of this ceramic centre was closely linked to the 
vast distribution of natural resources within Zhejiang (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 
2002:1). In Fujian Province, the earliest ceramic kilns have been found in Zhenghe 
County, which is a neighbouring ceramic industry to that of Zhejiang (Chen 2013).  
  At this time the northern Chinese ceramic manufacturing industry was mainly 
focused on producing earthenware, which was rarely used as tableware in the north of 
China (Quan and Meng 2008:108). Until the 6th century, white stoneware was mainly 
only fired in northern China, due to fine clay with a lower percentage of iron which 
was available in Hebei Province, rather than advanced ceramic firing techniques (Li 
1998:149-151). 
 
 
Figure 2.7: Number and distribution of ceramic kiln sites in southern and northern China in the 6th 
to 7th centuries. 
(Based on Table 6.1 in Appendix 4) 
 
  According to Table 6.1 in Appendix 4, 27 ceramic kiln sites date to the 6th to 7th 
centuries and are distributed across 12 provinces of China (Figure 2.7). Southern 
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China had 17 kiln sites, with more than half positioned in the provinces of Zhejiang 
and Jiangxi, supporting the idea that these two provinces became a centre of ceramic 
production in southern China. Away from these two provinces, ceramic kilns have 
mostly been found in the provinces of Fujian, Guangxi, Sichuan and Anhui, with no 
kiln sites having been found in Guangdong (light-blue dotted circle shown on Map 
2.1). However, according to burial findings, especially celadon jars from local tombs, 
it seems that Guangdong must have had a well-developed ceramic industry 
(GZSWWGLWYH 1981, Huang 2004:44). 
 
Map 2.1: Key kiln sites and cities in the 6th to 7th centuries. 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
  It is difficult from Map 2.1 to determine a clear link between the distribution of key 
kiln sites and key cities/ports. For example, the Sui Chinese capital, Chang’an 
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(Daxing city), had no local ceramic industry, with a similar situation occurring near 
the city of Nanjing and the port of Guangzhou. Archaeological evidence for 
Guangdong is poor and provides no clear support for the existence of a local ceramic 
industry. Similarly, no archaeological surveys conducted near Nanjing suggest that 
there was a well-established ceramic kiln industry. In contrast, there is clear evidence 
of ceramic centres situated near cities such as Luoyang and Hangzhou. It is therefore 
reasonable to suggest that the distribution of ceramic kilns in the 6th to 7th centuries 
was mainly based on natural resources, rather than ceramic demands from big cities 
or ports, as no strong links between kilns and cities/ports can be seen in the 
distributions. 
(2) Distribution of Ceramic Kilns during the 8th to 10th centuries  
  The 8th century witnessed the height of Tang China, characterised by a long period 
of political and peaceful stability, which led to steady development of the ceramic 
industry (Quan and Meng 2008:135). It can be seen from the datasets collected by the 
author that the total number of ceramic kilns which can be dated to the 8th to 9th 
centuries sharply increased, from 27 in the previous period to 53, with 32 located in 
southern China and 21 in the north (Map 2.2 and Figure 2.8).  
 From Figure 2.8, it is clear that a sharp increase in the number of ceramic kilns 
occurred in Henan Province, from 5 to 12. Large increases can also be seen in Anhui 
Province, where the celadon kilns geographically located in southern Anhui had a 
strong link to the celadon ceramic industry in Zhejiang Province (Han and Feng 2012). 
Therefore, this suggests that development of the Zhejiang celadon industry influenced 
local kiln sites in neighbouring provinces. Moreover, in comparison to the previous 
period, increases in the number of ceramic kilns were also occurring the provinces of 
Fujian, Guangdong, Hunan, Jiangxi, Sichuan, Hebei, Shaanxi and Shanxi.  
  In Zhejiang, although only three kiln sites are represented within Dataset 1 
(Appendix 1) and this number is less than in the previous period, there was in fact 
further development of the ceramics industry. This celadon industry consisted of the 
Yue, Ou and Wuzhou kilns and due to the similar glaze and fabrics, more than 10 
sub-kiln sites have been grouped together with these three kiln sites. 
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Map 2.2: Key kiln sites and cities in the 8th to 9th centuries.  
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
Figure 2.8: Number and distribution of ceramic kiln sites in southern and northern China in the 8th 
to 9th centuries. 
(Based on Table 6.2 in Appendix 4) 
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  With the fast development of the ceramic industry across all of China, both in terms 
of kiln numbers and firing techniques, it can be seen, based on Figure 2.8, that the 
distribution of ceramic kilns had started to be linked to big cities and ports. This is 
mainly due to the higher demand for stoneware, especially fine quality stoneware for 
the Tang palace (Quan 1999b, Wang 2001, ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002) and the 
domestic markets (Huang 2006b:82). Ceramic kilns located in the littoral areas, such 
as the provinces of Zhejiang, Fujian and Guangdong, were influenced by overseas 
trade (Zhang 2013, Qin 2013) and local ceramic industries developed fast. This 
suggests that the ceramic industrial pattern in the 8th to 9th centuries was shaped by 
demand from both Chinese domestic and foreign markets, rather than only by the 
availability of natural resources. 
  The 10th century was the time of the Five Dynasties Period (AD 907-960), and the 
dataset provides a statistical measure that indicates the extent to which the decline in 
the ceramic industry occurred during this tumultuous age. In many cases, the ceramic 
kilns and ceramic wares cannot be accurately dated archaeologically to this short 
dynasty; therefore, the Five Dynasties Period has been considered to be part of the 
Tang Dynasty in many ceramic art history or ceramic archaeological reviews (e. g. 
Zeng 2001:152-156, Quan and Meng 2008:135-174). Due to the lack of accurate 
dating evidence for this period, discussion of the change and development of the 
ceramic industry during the Five Dynasties Period will provide a biased pattern and 
consequently will not be included in this section. 
(3) Distribution of Ceramic Kilns during the 11th to 12th centuries  
  Following the steady development of the ceramic industry over the previous 
centuries, the distribution of kiln sites between the 11th to 12th centuries was closely 
linked to the important cities of Song China and the port cities along the littoral area 
in the south.  
  This steady development of the ceramic industry can be demonstrated by the 
number of kilns increasing. According to Dataset 1 the total number of kilns increased 
from 52 to 80 during the Tang period (Map 2.3 and Figure 2.9). Especially in southern 
China, there was a clear and sharp increase from 32 sites during the Tang period to 56 
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sites in the Northern Song period, with the provinces of Anhui, Fujian, Guangdong 
and Jiangxi demonstrating a fast increase.  
  Although the ceramic industrial development in northern China was slow in terms 
of the number of kilns, the fine quality of celadon produced in the Ru kilns and 
Yaozhou kilns clearly demonstrates that there was also a steady development in terms 
of ceramic firing techniques.  
  It can be seen in northern China, especially in the provinces of Henan and Shaanxi, 
which includes the cities of Luoyang, the Song capital Kaifeng, and the old-Tang 
Chinese capital, Chang’an, have two well-established celadon kiln centres positioned 
at the Ru and Yaozhou kilns. In order to match the demand from the Song imperial 
palace (Quan and Meng 2008:176), the Ru kilns (Sun 2005) and the so-called ‘Guan 
kilns’ (Imperial Kilns)4  were established near Kaifeng. These two kiln centres 
enhanced the local celadon manufacturing industry and changed the northern Chinese 
ceramic industrial pattern which had existed since the 7th century AD, as previously, 
no fine-quality celadon wares were fired in the north of China.  
  In southern China kilns were mainly located in the provinces of Jiangxi, Zhejiang, 
Fujian and Guangdong near the southern Chinese coast. Following the development 
of the maritime trade, many kilns producing exported wares were established near 
important port cities, such as Hangzhou and Guangzhou (Qi 1987:682-683). After 
1087 AD, the Quanzhou port in Fujian Province began to play a role as an important 
trade port and the local ceramic industry gradually increased (Ho 2001:246, 258, 261, 
Li 2010b).  
  It is reasonable therefore to suggest that the large demand for stoneware for the 
Song palaces, the big cities and overseas trade influenced the development of the 
ceramic industry at this time, as the distribution of ceramic kilns fits the pattern of 
development for the Song major cities and ports. 
 																																																								4	 The	Guan	Kilns	of	Northern	Song	China	have	not	been	found	in	archaeological	missions,	but	it	is	recorded	that	they	were	located	in	the	city	of	Kaifeng.	According	to	Fu	Xuan	Za	Lu()	and	Tan	Zhai	Bi	
Heng	:	‘During	the	Xuanhe	and	Zhenghe	reigns	(1111-1125	AD),	kilns	have	been	built	in	the	Capital	and	are	called	the	Guan	Kilns	(Imperial	Kilns).’	
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Map 2.3: Key kiln sites and cities in the 11th to 12th centuries. 
 (Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
Figure 2.9: Number and distribution of ceramic kiln sites in southern and northern China in the 
11th to 12th centuries. 
(Based on Table 6.3 in Appendix 4) 
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(4) Distribution of Ceramic Kilns during the 12th to 13th Centuries 
  The sharp increase in the number of kilns which occurred during the 6th to 12th 
centuries had almost stopped by around the 13th century, with only one kiln site 
demonstrating an increase from 80 to 82. However, this minor numerical change 
masks the sharp movement of the Chinese ceramic industry during this period from 
north to south China (Map 2.4)  
  After losing the northern Chinese territory, the Southern Song Chinese tried to 
sustain the old ceramic industry of the Northern Song. The Ru kilns that produced the 
highest quality celadon ware for the Northern Song Chinese central court were 
occupied by alien nations and ruled by the Liao or Jurchen. In order to fulfil the 
demand from the high classes of Southern Song China, the ‘Guan kilns’ were 
established near the new capital of Lin’an (Hangzhou) (Du 2002, HZSWWKGS 
2002). Under the rule of alien nations, the north Chinese ceramic industry underwent 
some further development in Hebei, Shaanxi and Shanxi provinces (Figure 2.10). 
  In southern China, the fastest development of the ceramic industry occurred in 
Fujian Province in the 12th to 13th centuries, where the number of kiln sites increased 
from 12 to 21 (Figure 2.10). At the same time, the Guangdong ceramic industry 
experienced a decline, with kiln site numbers decreasing from nine during the 
Northern Song to five in the Southern Song period. It has been confirmed that 
movement of ceramic centres in the Chinese littoral area was led by a change in the 
major export city, from Guangdong to Quanzhou (Ho 2001, Yang 2009). Guangzhou 
played a lesser role during the Southern Song period, and the Guangdong local 
ceramic industry, such as the Xicun kiln sites and Huizhou kiln sites, soon ceased 
production (Huang 2005). The rise of Quanzhou in Fujian Province drove the local 
ceramic industry to its peak (Zeng 2001:156-157). 
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Map 2.4: Key kiln sites and cities in the 12th to 13th centuries. 
 (Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
Figure 2.10: Changes of kiln site numbers grouped by provinces of southern and northern China.  
(Blue columns=the 11th to 12th centuries and red columns=the 12th to 13th centuries) (Based on Table 
6.4 in Appendix 4) 
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  Many ceramic industry changes occurred in the 12th to 13th centuries; however, 
these mainly occurred in southern China, rather than northern China which had been 
occupied by alien nations. Although Song China lost their northern territory, the 
changes actually imply that kiln distribution was still linked to the high demand for 
high quality ceramics from big cities or port cities, although these changes were not as 
fundamental or as big as the changes to the Chinese ceramic industry compared to 
those experienced in the previous period. 
(5) Distribution of Ceramic Kilns during the 14th to 16th Centuries  
  In the 14th century Mongolian rulers re-unified China and made the country part of 
the Mongol Empire. However, despite reunification it is hard to determine any further 
development of the ceramic industry at this time and in fact there was a sharp decline 
in ceramic kiln site numbers during the 14th century. It has been recorded that the 
Mongolian rulers were less interested in ceramic wares, calling them ‘useless items’. 
One of the main aims of ceramic manufacturing was to export and exchange objects 
for ‘useful items’ (Anonymous 1998). It is hard to say whether this is a fair 
description of the Chinese ceramic industry during the Yuan dynasty (Liu 1981a). 
However, it should be noted that fundamental changes to the Chinese ceramic 
industry began during this period.  
  The statistical observation of ceramic kiln numbers in the 14th century reveals a 
sharp decrease from 82 kiln sites to 55, with the ceramic industry mainly located in 
the provinces of Henan, Jiangxi and Fujian (Map 2.5 and Figure 2.11). Although only 
one kiln site is dated to the 14th century, the Longquan Kilns in Zhejiang Province has 
been listed in Dataset 1 (Appendix 1), this represents hundreds of individual kilns, 
and it has even been suggested about 445 kilns (Qin and Liu 2012:10). It can 
therefore be seen that the Zhejiang and Fujian local ceramic industry produced huge 
amounts of ceramic ware for export, mainly due to the high demand from port cities 
such as Hangzhou, Ningbo, Wenzhou and Quanzhou.  
  In the 15th century, the number of kilns further decreased, particularly in northern 
China (Map 2.6 and Figure 2.12). In the south, the decline is also evident but many 
ceramic kilns remained located in the provinces of Jiangxi, Fujian and Guangdong. 
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Similar to in the 14th century, the Longquan kilns located in Zhejiang still covered a 
wide area and produced celadon ware. Archaeological excavations have revealed that 
the Longquan kilns were one of the Imperial ceramic suppliers (ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 
2009). 
  It should be noted that although in terms of kiln site numbers, the ceramic industry 
had declined since the 14th century, decay had not occurred, rather there was 
monopolisation by the Jingdezhen and Longquan kilns. This situation occurred 
following the establishment of Imperial Ceramic Manufacturing during the early 
Ming period (Wang 2004c:128-143, BJDXKGWBXY et al. 2007). Highest quality 
ceramic wares have been referred to as among the luxuries that were paid as a tribute 
to the Ming Chinese central court and emperors.  
 
 Map 2.5: Key kiln sites and cities in the 14th century.  
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
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Figure 2.11: Number and distribution of ceramic kiln sites in southern and northern China in the 
14th century. 
(Based on Table 6.5 in Appendix 4) 
 
  Therefore, such new demands from central government changed the old ceramic 
payment system and the distribution of ceramic kilns was re-shaped. The links 
between kilns and capital/big cities was broken and links between natural resources 
for the finest ceramics and advanced ceramic manufacturing techniques, and the 
construction of ‘Imperial Ceramic Kilns’ was established (BJDXKGWBXY et al. 
2007). With the founding of these new ceramic centres, such as the Imperial Ceramic 
Kilns located in the provinces of Jingdezhen and Longquan, neighbouring ceramic 
kilns also quickly developed, whilst in other areas of China there was a decline in the 
local ceramic industry.  
  Ming China lasted for nearly three centuries and the number and distribution of 
ceramic kilns changed over this long period. However, this study does not go into 
further details of sub-divided periods of Ming China.  
  It is well known that during the early Ming period (the 15th and the first half of the 
16th centuries), there were two ceramic centres within Jingdezhen and Longquan. 
Early Ming China banned private foreign trade stipulating that ‘no unofficial activity 
was allowed to trade with foreign countries’ (Zhang 1974:vol. 93, Chao 2012),5 and it 
																																																								5	 It should be noticed that this ban on private foreign trade was likely to only be nominally adhered to 
because it has been historically recorded that ‘the ban was flexible’ and ‘private foreign maritime trades 
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appears that the kilns that produced export wares in southern China did not develop as 
much during this period due to the decreased demand from foreign traders. The 
tumultuous years during the late Yuan period (the late 13th century) had also badly 
influenced the ceramic industry in Fujian Province (Zeng 2001:181).  
 
 
 
Map 2.6: Key kiln sites and cities in the 15th to 16th centuries. 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
																																																																																																																																																														
occurred with fake official permissions’ (Gu 2012 [1639–1662]: vol. 2 of Zhejiang, 49; Anonymous 
1962: Xuanzong Shilu vol. 103, 125).  
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Figure 2.12: Number and distribution of ceramic kiln sites in southern and northern China in the 
15th to 16th centuries. 
(Based on Table 6.6 in Appendix 4) 
 
  In 1567 AD, during the first year of Longqing’s reign, Ming China officially 
re-opened to foreign trade, but trading activities were only allowed in the port of 
Zhangzhou (Chao 2012:221-223). Around this time the Longquan ceramic industrial 
centre found it difficult to meet the demand for Imperial Ceramics from the Ming 
central court due to the poor quality of the ceramics being produced (Qin and Liu 
2012:16). Consequently, the Longquan ceramic centre declined and a new ceramic 
manufacturing centre was established near Zhangzhou port in Fujian (Zeng 
2001:181). 
  In general, from the 14th to 16th/17th centuries, Jingdezhen gradually became the 
largest ceramic centre in the whole of China, and since the 15th century it was 
considered to be one of the Imperial Ceramic Kilns. The Longquan celadon ceramic 
centre in Zhejiang Province quickly developed in the 14th century and also became an 
Imperial Ceramic Kiln; however, it declined during the 15th/16th centuries, and a 
centre for export ware arose in Fujian. 
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2.5.2 Ceramic Classes 
  It is well known that the Chinese ceramic industry manufactured many different 
classes of pottery, stoneware and porcelain wares. The current understanding of 
Chinese ceramic classes is mainly founded on specific monographs that have 
compiled Chinese ceramic history, art and archaeology (e.g. Medley 1989, He 1996, 
Quan and Meng 2008, Feng 2009, Li et al. 2010b). Some monographs focus upon 
individual classes based on historical, archaeological or geographical interpretations 
(e.g. Zhu 1998, Ye 2005a, Huang 2010). However, very few of these monographs 
attempt a comparative general survey of the changing trends in Chinese ceramic 
classes. The only such example can be seen in Huang Yijun’s work on the historical 
and archaeological research of the Qingbai stoneware. She makes an excellent 
quantitative comparison of the Qingbai stoneware and celadon in the 11th to 14th 
centuries (Huang 2010). But, still, it seems that there is a lack of full understanding of 
the changes of Chinese ceramic classes based on a quantitative observation during a 
long period.  
  Moreover, it should be remembered that the trade ceramics, as a part of Chinese 
ceramics, were fundamentally influenced by the development of Chinese ceramic 
industries, which relate the changes of trade ceramic classification. 
  Therefore, it is hoped that this section could offer a general trends of Chinese 
ceramic industries in terms of ceramic classes from the 8th to 15th centuries and then 
further support that classification creation in Chapter IV. Based on Datasets 1 and 2 
(Appendices 1 and 2), it can be seen that the 140 kiln sites in the datasets produced 12 
different classes of ceramics (see definitions of these 12 classes below). Based on an 
exploratory statistical analysis, the changing percentages of different classes will be 
presented from period to period. This analysis attempts to investigate the changes in 
Chinese ceramic production that occurred during different periods covered by this 
study. The changing distribution of manufactures and will also be discussed. 
(1) Definition of Ceramic Classes 
  Within Dataset 2 (Appendix 2) the listed classes are for the major production of 
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these kilns rather than their full production list. In total there are 12 different classes, 
which are grouped by the reported glaze colours according to publications resulting 
from archaeological excavations. The definitions of these classes are mainly borrowed 
from current archaeological terms, including Chinese ceramic studies, but have been 
simplified and re-grouped for this dataset. These definitions of classes are mainly 
based on common understanding of Chinese ceramic archaeology. For instance, 
‘celadon wares’ refer to green glazed stoneware or porcelain, and is general name for 
all green glazed ceramics produced in many different kilns such as the Yue celadon, 
Longquan celadon or Yaozhou celadon. In this section, all these productions are 
attributed into the class of ‘celadon ware’ (abbreviated as ‘G’). This attribution is 
mainly based on the appearance of ceramic wares, such as the colour of glazes, rather 
than their production locations. For instance, Yue celadon and Longquan celadon will 
be grouped into ‘celadon ware’. The aim of defining these classes is to allow an 
overview of the pattern of changes to be set out from a long-term perspective from the 
6th to the 16th centuries. 
  The terms used in this study are listed and defined below: 
Celadon ware (G): Celadon means green glazed stoneware. In Chinese ceramic archaeology, 
the definitions of celadon are in the variation from lead green glazed wares to jade-like and 
thick glazed celadon ware. In order to make this analysis clearer, all reported green glazed 
wares with different fabric qualities have been defined as Celadon ware. 
Yellow ware (Y): Yellow glazed ware refers to items covered by glazes ranging in colour 
from yellow, brown to red. All items described or reported as yellow, yellowish white, brown, 
red or dark yellow have been grouped into this class. 
Black ware (B): Black ware refer to black glazed wares including thin and badly glazed black 
glazes, such as Dusun and Martabani wares, and well glazed and so-called ‘hare’s fur’ black 
glazed wares (Jian black ware). 
White stoneware (W): White stoneware consists of all white glazed high fired potteries, 
stoneware or porcelain. It is very difficult to distinguished badly fired Qingbai (greyish white) 
ware from white stoneware in many cases (personal communication with Wang Jianbao, 
2014). In this class, greyish white stoneware have been excluded and instead assigned to 
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Qingbai ware. 
Sancai ware (S): Sancai ware includes triple coloured high fired potteries and green splashed 
high fired potteries. 
Polychrome ware (P): Polychrome ware is an opposite term to monochrome ware. Here it 
refers to underglaze painted polychrome wares. 
Blue and white ware (BW): This class contains two kinds of blue and white wares. The first 
is blue and white high fired potteries/stoneware, and the second is blue and white porcelain. 
Qingbai ware (Q): Qingbai ware includes all Qingbai (bluish white), greyish white and 
Shufu (milky bluish white) stoneware and porcelain (Medley 1989:171-176). 
Cizhou type ware (F): Cizhou type ware originally is a term for Chinese black-and-white 
sgraffiato slipped ware produced in the Cizhou kilns (Medley 1989:123-130, 134). In this 
dataset, all the black-and-white/black-and-brown sgraffiato ware produced in northern and 
southern China have been grouped into this class (Medley 1989:158-162). 
Enamelled ware (E): Enamelled ware includes overglazed painted ceramics. The dataset 
contains e red-and-green enamelled stoneware (so-called polychrome overglaze decoration 
ware) (Medley 1989:132-133) and red-and-green/red enamelled porcelain. 
Jun-celadon ware (J): Jun celadon ware has an important position in Chinese ceramic history. 
It has been called ‘Northern Celadon’ and is a form of stoneware of lesser quality with a 
lower fired body and bluish colour glaze due to the presence of small quantities of iron oxide 
combined with reduction firing. The addition of copper to the glaze results in red and purple 
stains within the celadon glaze after reduction firing (Medley 1989). Jun-celadon is very 
famous in China but no exported Jun wares have ever been found. 
Other polychrome (O): This group contains items such as marbled earthenware ware (

), Fa-hua ware () and so forth. 
  The obvious limitation of these definitions is that they do not properly describe the 
important sub- divisions, as mentioned at the beginning of this section. This limitation 
means that the results of the present analysis can only be taken as a preliminary 
attempt to set out the broader trends, whilst acknowledging the numerous problems 
that will need to be solved before a final and fully reliable analysis might be possible. 
(2) Calculation of the Quantities and Percentages of Ceramic Classes 
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  In many cases similar classes of ceramics can be further divided into sub-classes. 
For example, during the 12th to 13th centuries, the Longquan kilns produced black 
bodied and pinkish green glazed celadon and also white bodied and bean green glazed 
celadon (Zhu 1989b:16-18). However, according to the definition of the celadon class 
for this dataset, these two celadon wares have been grouped as the same class, 
celadon (G), and they only occurred once at the Longquan kiln site in the 12th to 13th 
centuries. Because in many cases, the numbers or quantities of unearthed ceramic 
finds are not reported in the publications, it is currently impossible to obtain an 
accurate quantification of ceramic assemblages from many kiln sites (e.g. Zeng and 
Wu 1977, Li and Li 1980, Long 1992).  
  Each class has been counted only once for each kiln during each period and the 
number of classes produced has been counted. It is then possible to calculate the 
percentage that any class makes up of the total, giving some idea of the relative 
importance of each class in each period. For example, as shown by Table 6.1 in 
Appendix 4, the total number of kilns producing celadon ware is 25 and the total 
number of classes produced at kilns is 49; therefore, the percentage of celadon class in 
the 6th to 7th centuries is 51.0% (25/49=0.51). The counting and percentages of these 
classes from period to period have been shown in Tables 6.1 to 6.6 in Appendix 4. 
  These figures are obviously only crude approximations aimed at helping to 
elucidate the broader trends. It is hoped that this exploratory statistic calculated over a 
long period of time, from the 6th to 16th century, might give some indication of the 
changing trends in ceramic production across China. Such trends may be helpful in 
understanding the development of trade ceramics across the western Indian Ocean as 
a general background. 
(3) The Percentages and Changes in Ceramic Classes 
  Based on Tables 6.1 to 6.6 in Appendix 4, the general percentage changes of each 
ceramic class during each period are presented in Table 2.5. And it can be seen that 
the number of classes from the 6th to 16th centuries increased (Figure 2.13). During the 
6th to 7th centuries, there were only six classes of ceramics produced in China, mainly 
celadon, yellow glazed, white glazed and black glazed stoneware. A very small 
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amount of underglaze painted ware and Jun-celadon ware was produced local kilns in 
Zhejiang, and the invention of these two classes occurred during the 6th century (Li 
1979b, Gong 1989, Zhu 1995). 
 
Figure 2.13: Numbers of ceramic classes from the 6th to 16th centuries. 
(Based on Dataset 2) 
 
  Jun-celadon glazed ware was not widely manufactured in the 8th to 9th centuries, 
whilst Zhejiang Province was a centre for celadon ware production, and Celadon ware 
played a very important role in China. At the same time, Sancai and early blue and 
white stoneware was being produced in the Gongxian kilns of northern China.  
 The number of classes increased during the 10th to 13th centuries and reached a peak 
in the 14th century. This indicates that manufacturing techniques were continually 
developed through to this time. Although this dataset shows a slight decline in the 
number of ceramic classes in the 15th to 16th centuries, this is probably due to the 
monopoly of the ceramic industry by the Jingdezhen kilns and the Imperial Kilns, as 
noted previously. The advanced ceramic manufacturing techniques in Jingdezhen 
actually resulted in many new types of ceramics (Liu 1978:366-369, Kerr and Wood 
2004), such as Doucai ware, Wucai ware6 and monochrome ware seen during the 
Chinese Ming dynasty (Lv 1999, Kerr and Wood 2004:619). However, most of these 
newly invented classes were produced as Imperial Ceramics and have rarely been 
found as traded wares and ordinary quality wares. 
(4) Limitations of the Exploratory Dataset Analysis 																																																								6	 Doucai	refers	to	dovetailing	coloured	porcelain	and	Wucai	refers	to	five	coloured	porcelain.	They	both	first	appeared	during	the	Ming	dynasty	and	were	produced	as	imperial	wares.	
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  It should be noted that when a kiln site produced two or more classes of ceramic 
wares this analysis could not incorporate this detail and provide an accurate result for 
the class percentage. It is hard to avoid this limitation because in many cases, the 
archaeological surveys and excavations could not provide quantities, numbers or 
percentages on the proportions of the different classes of ceramics produced. 
(5) Discussion on the distributions and changes of ceramic classes 
 (i) Changes in celadon ware 
  Celadon not only has the longest history of Chinese stoneware production, but also 
plays the most important role throughout this long history. According to this analysis, 
however, it appears that the importance of celadon within the Chinese ceramic 
industry gradually decreased over time 
  From Table 2.5 it can be seen that the percentage of celadon wares (G) decreased 
from 51% in the 6th to 7th centuries to approximately 20% in the 15th to 16th centuries. 
Among all the kiln sites it can be clearly seen that the number and percentage of 
celadon and mixed-production producers (producing celadon and other classes of 
wares) decreased, while the number of non-celadon producers increased. 
  However, it is clear that celadon production, even during the 15th to 16th centuries 
when it was at its lowest point, still accounted for approximately one fifth of the 
entire ceramic industry and more than 30% of kiln sites were producing celadon ware. 
The decrease in the percentage of celadon was partly due to new classes of ceramic 
wares being invented in China after the 7th and 8th centuries. The high proportion of 
celadon ware production in China implies that its manufacture, from the early stage in 
the 2nd to 7th centuries to the later period in the 16th century, constituted a continual 
and fundamental industry within Chinese ceramics. 
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Table 2.5: The general collection of percentages of Chinese ceramic classes from the 6th to 16th centuries 
‘-’ indicates that ware of this class was not produced at this point in time; ‘0.0%’ indicates that these classes had been manufactured in previous periods but were no longer 
produced at this point in time; G= GREEN/CELADON (), Y= YELLOW/BROWNISH YELLOW WARES (), B= BLACK WARES (), F= CIZHOU TYPE 
WARES (	 ), C= BLUE AND WHITE CERAMICS ( ), W= WHITE STONEWARES ( ), P= POLYCHROME WARES (
 ), S= GREEN 
SPLASHED/SANCAI WARES (

), Q= QINGBAI WARES (), E= ENAMEL (
), J=JUN CELADON () and O= OTHER () 
(according to Tables 6.1 to 6.6 in Appendix 4) 
 
Periods 
Classes Total 
(approx.) G Y B W S P C J Q F E O 
6th to 7th cent.  51.0% 22.4% 10.2% 10.2% - 2.0% - 4.1% - - - - 100.0% 
8th to 9th cent. 34.1% 26.0% 17.1% 13.8% 4.9% 2.4% 0.8% 0.0% - - - 0.8% 100.0% 
10th cent. 39.7% 17.8% 11.0% 19.2% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.1% 2.7% - 1.4% 100.0% 
11th to 12th cent. 29.1% 17.1% 15.4% 13.2% 2.7% 1.7% 0.0% 2.2% 12.1% 3.8% - 2.7% 100.0% 
12th to 13th cent. 21.4% 14.6% 19.4% 12.1% 1.0% 1.5% 0.0% 3.4% 14.6% 6.8% 1.9% 3.4% 100.0% 
14th cent. 22.0% 8.7% 16.5% 13.4% 1.6% 2.4% 0.8% 6.3% 16.5% 6.3% 3.1% 2.4% 100.0% 
15th to 16th cent. 19.0% 3.4% 10.3% 13.8% 1.7% 1.7% 27.6% 1.7% 12.1% 3.4% 3.4% 1.7% 100.0% 
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Period 
6th to 7th cent. 
 
8th to 9th cent. 
 
10th to 12th cent. 
 
12th to 13th cent. 
 
14th cent. 
 
15th to 16th cent. 
No. % 
 
No. % 
 
No. % 
 
No. % 
 
No. % 
 
No. % 
None 2 7.4% 
 
11 20.8% 
 
27 33.8% 
 
38 46.3% 
 
27 49.1% 
 
19 63.3% 
Cel 10 37.0% 
 
13 24.5% 
 
18 22.5% 
 
9 11.0% 
 
7 12.7% 
 
7 23.3% 
Mix 15 55.6% 
 
29 54.7% 
 
35 43.8% 
 
35 42.7% 
 
21 38.2% 
 
4 13.3% 
Total 27 100% 
 
53 100.0% 
 
80 100.0% 
 
82 100.0% 
 
55 100.0% 
 
30 100.0% 
 
Figure 2.14: The changing percentages in celadon and non-celadon producers from the 6th to 16th 
centuries: 
According to Datasets 1 and 2 (Appendices 1 and 2) and based on results of Table 6.1 to 6.6 (Appendix 
4), the table and figure above shows the changing quantities and percentages of celadon producers and 
non-celadon producers in the period from 6th to 16th centuries. 
Cel (red columns) = percentage of celadon producers; None (yellow columns) = percentage of 
non-celadon producers and Mix (blue columns) = mix-production producers. The lower figure shows 
the percentage changing based on this table. 
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Figure 2.15: Distributional change of celadon producers and non-celadon producers in the 6th to 16th centuries. 
Dotted circles show the celadon industries in Zhejiang Province (Drawing by Ran Zhang)
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  Figures 2.14 and 2.15 show the distributional change in celadon producers 
(red-coloured sites) and non-celadon producers (yellow-coloured sites). It can be 
seen that the number of celadon producers increased to the 10th to 11th centuries and 
then decreased to the 16th centuries. The Zhejiang area remained a celadon 
production centre throughout (the dotted circle area). Figure 2.15a shows the 
locations of the Yue and Longquan kilns, and it can be seen that a movement in the 
celadon centre occurred in Zhejiang during the 12th to 14th centuries, such that the 
Longquan kilns rose in southern Zhejiang, while Yue kilns declined. 
(ii) Change in Qingbai ware 
  The class of Qingbai ware was first invented in local kilns in the provinces of 
Anhui and Jiangxi in southern China in the 10th century (Xue and Liu 1996, Yang et 
al. 2006). Production spread across southern China during the 11th century, and the 
Hutian kilns in Jingdezhen became famous Qingbai producers from this time. In the 
15th century the Jingdezhen kilns were famed for their Qingbai stoneware and Shufu 
porcelain. 
  According to Table 2.5, Qingbai ware (Q) did not play a particularly important 
role within the Chinese ceramic industry. During the 11th to 16th centuries the 
occurrence rates are around 12% to 17%, and this decreased during the 15th to 16th 
centuries. From Figures 2.16 and 2.17, it can be seen that the Qingbai ware was 
never produced in northern China, but in the 12th to 14th centuries was widely 
manufactured, together with other classes such as celadon or yellow glazed wares, in 
the littoral area of the provinces of Fujian and Guangdong. 
  Figure 2.16 reveals that the percentage of kiln sites only producing Qingbai ware 
during the 10th to 16th centuries was low, at around 7%, whilst the percentage of 
non-Qingbai ware producers decreased during the 10th to 14th centuries, and 
mixed-producers increased during this same time. The 15th to 16th centuries saw the 
decline of Qingbai ware producers, both single and mixed Qingbai producers, while 
the percentage of non-Qingbai ware producers notably increased. 
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Period 
10th to 12th cent. 
 
12th to 13th cent. 
 
14th cent. 
 
15th to 16th cent. 
No. % 
 
No. % 
 
No. % 
 
No. % 
None 58 72.5% 
 
52 63.4% 
 
34 61.8% 
 
23 76.7% 
QBW 5 6.3% 
 
5 6.1% 
 
4 7.3% 
 
1 3.3% 
Mix 17 21.3% 
 
25 30.5% 
 
17 30.9% 
 
6 20.0% 
Total 80 100.0% 
 
82 100.0% 
 
55 100.0% 
 
30 100.0% 
 
 
Figure 2.16: The changing percentages in Qingbai wares and non-Qingbai producers from the 10th to 16th 
centuries.  
According to Datasets 1 and 2 (in Appendices 1 and 2) and based on results of Table 6.3 to Table 6.6 (in 
Appendix 4), this table below shows the changing quantities and percentages of Qingbai producers and 
non-Qingbai producers in the period from 10th to 16th centuries. 
QBW (red columns) = percentage of Qingbai ware producers, None (yellow columns) = percentage of 
non-celadon producers and Mix (blue columns) = mix-production producers. The figure at lower part shows the 
percentage changing based on this table. 
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Figure 2.17: Distributional change of Quingbai producers and non-Quingbai producers in the 6th  to 16th centuries. Dotted circles show the Qingbai industries.  
(Drawing by Ran Zhang)
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  It can be therefore reasonably be suggested that Qingbai ware within the Chinese 
ceramic industry played only a limited role. Its absence in northern China, the low 
numbers of Quingbai ware-only producers and the wide distribution of kilns in the 
littoral area imply that demand for this class came from the port cities and was tightly 
linked to foreign trade. 
(iii) Change in Blue and White Ware 
  The first application of cobalt blue occurred in northern China, and the Gongxian 
kilns in Henen Province have been well demonstrated to be an early blue and white 
stoneware producer in the 8th to 9th centuries. Some examples from the archaeological 
excavations of the Gongxian kilns and the Belitung shipwreck are these early blue and 
white high-fired potteries with a stoneware-like body (HNSWWKGYJS and 
ZGWWYJS 2007, Krahl et al. 2010, HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 2011).  
  Although cobalt blue was first introduced and applied to Chinese ceramic wares as 
early as the 8th to 9th centuries, it appears that the continual production of blue and 
white ware did not occur until the 14th century, when porcelain was vastly 
manufactured in Jingdezhen (Figure 2.18). The idea that Yuan blue and white 
porcelain was suddenly manufactured only at local kilns in Jingdezhen has been the 
subject of much debate. It has been argued that the re-invention of blue and white 
ware in China was through direct teaching by Persian potters who were living in 
Jingdezhen (Huang and Huang 2012) or that it was part of the imperial tribute from 
the Fuliang Ciju ( Porcelain Bureau in Fuliang county) in Jingdezhen to the 
Yuan rulers and was potentially made by skilled northern Chinese potters from the 
Cizhou kilns (Liu 1981b:72, 1982, Lin 2009). 
  From Figure 2.18 it can be seen that the successful re-invention of blue and white 
ceramics in the 14th century widely inspired other ceramic kilns, and by the end of the 
15th to 16th centuries, blue and white producers were distributed across southern 
China. 
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Figure 2.18: Distributional change of blue and white stoneware (8th to 9th centuries) and blue and 
white porcelain ware (14th to 16th centuries). 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
  The percentage of blue and white ceramics (C) in Table 2.5 demonstrated a 
surprising increase, from around 1% in the 14th century to nearly 30% in the 15th to 
16th centuries. This confirms that the popularity of blue and white porcelain mainly 
occurred during the 15th to 16th centuries. 
(iv) Changes in Mixed Classes Producers 
  It is interesting to note that according to this analysis ceramic kilns normally 
produced one to six different key classes of ceramic wares. For example, the local 
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kilns in Zhejiang Province normally produced only one class of celadon ware, yet 
these kilns were famous for many different classes, such as the Jingdezhen kilns 
during the 14th century (Liu 1981b:71). Some kilns produced many classes of 
ceramics but were normally known for their best-quality products. For example, the 
Xing and Ding kilns were famous for their white stonewares but they also produced 
Sancai, black glazed, green splashed wares and so forth (Feng and Li 2005a). Can a 
development principle for these mixed classes producers be identified? 
  Before the northern Chinese ceramic industry declined in the 15th to 16th centuries, 
it can be seen that there was a mixed-class producer centre and local kilns normally 
produced more than four classes (Figure 2.19). This may suggest that in order to 
supply the demands of the northern Chinese capital cities and market, multiple-class 
ceramic production was required.  
  However, in southern China, a mixed-class producer centre was formed much later 
during the 11th to 12th centuries, in the provinces of Fujian and Guangdong. It appears 
that local kilns producing multiple classes of ceramics were aiming to supply the 
different demands of the foreign market, and may have had strong links to trade 
ceramics. It can be seen that this centre in south China reached its peak in the 12th to 
13th centuries, when Song China had lost the northern Chinese territory and was 
trying to increase its foreign trade (Chao 2012:12-13). 
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Figure 2.19: Distribution of mixed class producers in the 6th to 16th centuries. Dotted circles show the central areas of mixed class producers with manufacturing four or 
more classes of ceramics.  
(Drawing by Ran Zhang)
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2.6 Conclusion of Chapter 2 
  Using historical and archaeological evidence this chapter has attempted a broad 
overview of Chinese ceramic industrial patterns from the 6th to 16th centuries.  
  Because of the problems of a biased pattern emerging from the historical records, it 
has been questioned how reliable the historical descriptions of the Chinese ceramic 
industry were before the early 15th century, a period when relatively few historical 
sources are available. Using archaeological evidence from over 200 kiln sites in 
China that date from the 6th to 16th centuries, this chapter has attempted to deal with 
this problem by bridging the gap resulting from this historical bias. In order to take a 
first step towards a long-term and comprehensive understanding of ceramic industrial 
patterns, this chapter has compared the distribution of ceramic kilns and changes to 
the classes of ceramic produced using two datasets collected by the author. These 
datasets have provided useful and interesting results in an exploratory analysis of 
Chinese ceramic industrial patterns. Although the analysis has produced results which 
largely confirm current knowledge, they show how a more robust and quantifiable 
understanding of developments might be produced as the data set improves with 
further excavation, survey and publication. 
  From the exploratory analysis of the distribution of ceramics during different 
periods, it can be seen that the southern Chinese coastal provinces, such as 
Guangdong and Fujian, provided a good geographical location for the trading of 
ceramics and this led to a local ceramic industry that peaked in the 8th to 9th centuries.  
During the 11th to 12th centuries there was movement of the coastal and export 
ceramic manufacturing centre from Guangdong to Fujian. In the late 14th century the 
northern Chinese ceramic industry declined and the Jingdezhen kilns began to 
monopolise the Chinese ceramic industry. In the provinces of Guangdong and Fujian, 
the export ceramic industry again played an important role during the 16th century, 
especially after Chinese trade re-opened in 1567 AD (Chao 2012:212-224). 
  The second aim of this exploratory analysis was to attempt to explore changes and 
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trends in the ceramic classes produced in the 6th to 16th centuries. This confirms that 
celadon ware played an important role throughout this long period of time and the 
finest celadon producers were mainly based in Zhejiang Province in southern China. 
However, the importance of celadon ware can be shown to have gradually decreased 
over time. Qingbai celadon ware was first produced in the 10th century in southern 
China and then quickly spread to other south Chinese kilns. In the 14th century, the 
sudden rise in the production of blue and white porcelain in Jingdezhen provides 
clear evidence of its popularity, which continued into the 15th to 16th centuries when a 
large portion of south Chinese kilns produced it. 
  This analysis therefore provides a new perspective on the development of the 
Chinese ceramic manufacturing industry. By using only archaeological datasets and 
exploratory statistics, this chapter has attempted to provide a clearer mapping of 
Chinese ceramic industrial patterns. This is both important and helpful for 
understanding the identification and dating of Chinese trade ceramics (see Chapter 3), 
for creating a classification system for Chinese trade ceramics (see Chapter 4) and as 
a more measurable yardstick against which the occurrence of trade ceramics can be 
compared. 
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CHAPTER 3: AN OVERVIEW OF CHINESE CERAMIC 
TRADE PATTERNS IN THE WESTERN INDIAN 
OCEAN FROM THE 6TH TO THE 16TH CENTURIES 
 
3.1 Introduction 
  As described in Chapter 2, there were complicated and dynamic industrial systems 
behind the manufacture of ceramics during the 6th to 16th centuries in ancient China.  
The questions raised in this chapter are which different classes of Chinese ceramics 
were traded to the western Indian Ocean and when were they traded? 
  Attempts to investigate these questions have been made by different scholars using 
different approaches (for some general studies, for example: Mikami 1969, Rougeulle 
1996, Kennet 2004, Priestman 2005); however, little research has focused on the 
long-term and wider regional patterns of Chinese ceramic trade in the western Indian 
Ocean. In addition, no attempt has been made to understand these patterns through 
exploratory statistical analysis of collected datasets. Using a dataset collected by the 
author which incorporates over 120 archaeological sites in the coastal areas of India, 
Sri Lanka, the Gulf, Oman, Yemen, the Red Sea and the East Africa, this chapter aims 
to reconsider the trends and changes in Chinese trade ceramics from the 8th to 15th 
centuries by exploring the quantitative changes in sherd numbers and classes. It is 
hoped that using these results will help to re-describe and confirm our understanding 
of the Chinese ceramic trade in the western Indian Ocean. 
  This chapter consists of four main sections: (1) a review of the key historical 
events in China and western Indian Ocean countries linked to maritime trading. This 
section does not aim to provide a detailed historical study of ancient China and the 
Near East but rather to present a broad background for understanding the trade 
patterns between China and the Islamic world from the 8th to 15th centuries. (2) A 
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review of the key studies of Chinese trade ceramics and their trade in the western 
Indian Ocean, which explores some of the limitations of past research. (3) This 
section introduces the site and trade ceramic information obtained from western 
Indian Ocean archaeology. The re-thinking of the methodology of this chapter and its 
limitations will be also explained in this section. (4) Using the collected dataset an 
attempt is made to identify patterns in Chinese ceramic trade, namely the traded 
ceramic classes and trade routes across the western Indian Ocean. 
  This chapter helps to increase our understanding and in turn allows the exploration 
of long-term changes in Chinese ceramic classes and distribution in the western 
Indian Ocean. The changes in the classes of Chinese ceramics traded in the western 
Indian Ocean are linked to the classification presented in Chapter 4. 
 
3.2 Historical Background 
  Historians have made many attempts to explore the societies and civilisations 
surrounding the Indian Ocean, from as far as China to the east and the Mediterranean 
to the west. Through their work and suggestions, it is not surprising to see that some 
scholars have suggested that a so-called ‘world-system’ of early globalisation 
occurred as early as the 12th century, before Europeans entered the Indian Ocean (cf. 
Abu-Lughod 1989, Chaudhuri 1985, Hourani 1995, Frank 1998, Lo 2012). Our 
historical understanding of these early world systems have been gleaned from a few 
historical sources from different perspectives on political events and historical studies 
(e.g. Abu-Lughod 1989, Kauz and Ptak 2001, Deng 2002), ship building techniques 
(e.g. Hourani 1995: Chapter 3, Deng 1997, 1999: Chapter 2), geographical 
re-mappings (e.g. Nebenzahl 2004, Park 2012), and of course trade activities (e.g. 
Steensgaard 1974, Chaudhuri 1985). The topic of trade and traders in the Indian 
Ocean and their geographical extensions has received notable interest, especially as 
long-distance trade has always played an important role in the study of history 
(Chaudhuri 1985:10).  
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  Whilst it is unnecessary to review or repeat all the historical arguments and events 
described in these studies, an outline of the historical background through historical 
trade records and significant events is helpful to this thesis in order to re-build the 
classification of Chinese trade ceramics and also to interpret the value changes in 
Chinese ceramics traded from China to the Indian Ocean area. Therefore, this section 
aims to present the historical background of trade policies and to provide descriptions 
of trade patterns in the western Indian Ocean. In comparison with previous historical 
studies, this section aims to provide a broad overview of the 7th to the 16th centuries, 
and covers a large geographical area from Islam to China, so it is necessarily a broad 
summary. 
  This section has four parts relating to historical contexts that have been well 
discussed by historians, such as Hourani (1995), Chaudhuri (1985), Abu-Lughod 
(1989), Ptak and Kautz (2001), Lo (2012) and so forth. With additional information 
from archaeological missions and studies, these four parts aim to introduce the 
changing patterns of western Indian Ocean trading with China, from its sudden rise in 
the 8th century to the 16th centuries, when the first Europeans arrived in this area. 
  The first part aims to introduce the trade route switch from land to sea and the key 
geopolitical and historical events underlying this switch will be outlined. The second 
part introduces the period when the unique power of the Abbasid Caliphate in Indian 
Ocean trading was shared with other powers, such Oman, Aden and the Fatimids, 
from the 11th to 12th centuries; this significant change has been called a transitional 
phase (Rougeulle 1996:167). The third part introduces the Chinese role in western 
Indian Ocean trade, from a conservative receiver in the 8th century to a strong (maybe) 
trader in the 15th century. In the final part the entry of European merchants and the 
re-opening of Ming China is described together with the beginnings of trade in the 
Indian Ocean after the 16th century. 
 
3.2.1 Decline of the Silk Road and the rise of maritime routes 
  The rise of Tang China in the early 7th century has been regarded as one of the 
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highest points of Chinese history; meanwhile the Prophet Muhammad and his 
followers rose to power over the merchants of Mecca. The expansion and rise of 
China and Islam marked a fresh beginning in the trade between China and Arabia 
(Chaudhuri 1985:34, Hourani 1995:61-62). It can be suggested that this was a starting 
point in the switch of trade routes from the land to the sea. Just 150 years later, 
around the middle of the 8th century, a couple of political events occurred in China 
and Central Asia which resulted in the decline of trade along the Silk Road, the 
land-based trade route from Chinese Chang’an to the West (Lin and Zhang in press). 
This increasingly dangerous overland route became disturbed by wars and an 
unstable geopolitical environment, which led to the development of trade via the 
cheaper, safer and better-protected sea routes of the Abbasid Caliphate (Lewis 
2009:161-162). This marks the start of the large-scale ceramic maritime trade 
between China and the West.  
  Arab seafaring had a long history, which was described by Hourani (1995), who 
noted that before the 2nd century AD, no long-distance voyages had been 
accomplished by Arabs due to the lack of good harbours and natural resources, such 
as fine wood and iron ore for building strong seagoing ships (Hourani 1995:5). 
Although it is still in doubt, it can be suggested that before the rise of Islam, Arab 
seafaring based on the Gulf had expanded only as far as the Mediterranean, East 
Africa and India (Guy 1986:4-9, Wang 1988, Hourani 1995:38).  
  Although the maritime trade route from the Gulf to China existed during the 
Sasanian period (Whitehouse and Williamson 1973, Chaudhuri 1985:37, Piacentini 
1992:124-125, Hourani 1995:38), it was not always in prosperity (e.g. sometimes 
with regional declines, see Kennet 2007) and the Silk Road played a more important 
role in trade between the East and West. This has been suggested by archaeological 
studies on the distribution of Sasanian silver coins in China, where nearly 2,000 
Sasanian coins have been found with the majority unearthed in the modern province 
of Xinjiang and in northern China (Xia 1974, Sun 2004). In total, 468 coins date to 
the Peroz period (459-484 AD) and most were unearthed from 18 tombs dating from 
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the 5th to the early 8th centuries. In contrast, only three tombs dated to the late 5th 
century, yielding no more than 20 coins, have been found in Guangdong (Sun 
2004:42). 
  After the middle of the 8th century, the establishment of the Abbasid Caliphate 
enabled the further development of Arab seafaring in the Indian Ocean and extended 
their reach as far as China, thereby initiating regular maritime trade activities 
(Hourani 1995:Chapter 2, Li 1996). 
(1) The Battle of Talas (751 AD) 
  The middle of the 8th century was the point when the trade route began to shift 
from land to sea. This may have been because the two expansionist empires of the 
Abbasid Caliphate and Tang China grew enmeshed in complicated political conflicts. 
During the reign of Tang Xuanzong ("i.) (712-756 AD), Tang Chinese territory 
reached its maximum, but just few years before the death of Xuanzong, Chinese 
armies lost the Battle of Talas, the first war between China and Islam (Lewis 
2009:158, Park 2012:191-192). Historical records cannot provide a fixed and reliable 
number for the Chinese losses; however, it appears that no fundamental harm or 
destruction was suffered by the Tang Chinese military, political and economy power 
inside China. This battle also brought about a limited positive impact for the 
victorious Abbasid Caliphate, where it is simply recorded via the description; 
‘decisive defeat of Tang China’ (Bartol'd and Bosworth 1988:195-196, Ge 2003:51). 
  The loss of the Talas Battle had a negative impact on the Tang Chinese geopolitical 
economy, and military power in Central Asia began to decline gradually. The 
historical significance and impact of this battle remains a subject of debate (Ge 
2003:51), although Chinese control of Central Asia was gradually lost to Tibet and 
the Uighurs from 763 AD onwards (Franke and Twitchett 1994:5-6, Lewis 
2009:157-158). 
(2) The rebellion of An Lushan (755-763 AD) 
  Losing control of the Silk Road was not simply due to this battle, which has even 
been described as a more of a ‘skirmish’ (McNeill 1998:227). Another important 
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event, the An Lushan Rebellion (,
), strongly influenced and fundamentally 
limited Chinese control of the land trade route and also the economic patterns of 
China.  
  The An Lushan Rebellion occurred as a result of a number of complicated reasons, 
such as the rise of autonomous provinces and the loss of central authority rights in the 
later period of Xuanzong’s reign (Lewis 2009:42-43). In 755 AD An Lushan (,n5) 
occupied Luoyang City, the eastern Capital of Tang China, however he was blocked 
from proceeding west by the defences at Tongguan Pass (e) near Chang’an City, 
where the Tang court armies had gathered to suppress the An Lushan Rebellion. An 
Lushan gradually took control of most parts of the modern-day provinces of Henan 
and Hebei and in 756 AD claimed that he had been authorised as the new Emperor.  
  In the following six months some of the rebel armies were defeated by Tang 
loyalists; however, Xuanzong was persuaded by his favourite young courtesan, Yang 
Guifei (U*), and his minister Yang Guozhong (U$A), to pursue an eastward 
impetuous assault through the Tongguan Pass, where the Tang army became trapped 
in a narrow defile which resulted in their destruction. By the time An Lushan’s rebel 
armies occupied the capital Chang’an, Xuanzong had fled to Sichuan Province and 
been stripped of his position by his heir, Emperor Suzong ("s.) (711-762 AD) 
(Zhu 2000:579-581, Lewis 2009:43-44).  
  In the following year An Lushan was assassinated by his son and his followers but 
the rebellion continued. Shi Siming (BJ), another leader of the rebel armies, 
continued to command the troops against the central Tang court, but in 763 AD the 
rebellion was finally suppressed after Shi Siming was assassinated by his son and the 
Tang armies finally defeated the rebel armies during this internal conflict (Zhu 
2000:581-582).  
  Through the loss of the capital city and the long period of war, traditional Chinese 
scholars believe that the An Lushan Rebellion marked the beginning of a turbulent 
period, which ultimately triggered a terrible war and many more rebellions in the 
following hundred years (Hu 1996:365). It is true that the economy and culture of the 
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Tang rule were partly damaged by the An Lushan Rebellion (Zhu 2000:579) and the 
industry and economy of northern China was ruined during the rebellion (Wei 
1999:53, DeBlasi 2001:7). However, it has also been deemed as having a positive 
impact on the movement of the economic centre, which was the turning point in the 
development of the Tang exporting trade (Chen 1981:96, Lewis 2009:2)  
(3) Short Summary: decline of the land trade and rise of the maritime trade of 
China 
It can be seen that the Talas Battle and the An Lushan Rebellion changed not only the 
Tang Chinese economy, manufacturing industries and trade in north which started to 
decline, but also the control of power along the Silk Road was lost. These historical 
and geopolitical changes resulted in the opportunity for the development of the 
southern Chinese economy, and ceramic, shipbuilding, textile and minting industries 
were quickly developed (Franke and Twitchett 1994:4-5, Wei 1999). Following the 
loss of control of the Silk Road, the port cities in southern China, such as Guangzhou 
and Yangzhou, became strongly involved in maritime trade that was well protected by 
the Abbasid Caliphate (Lewis 2009, Kauz 2010:117-149, Park 2012).  
  It is therefore reasonable to suggest that by the middle of the 8th century AD, the 
traditional land-based Silk Road had declined while maritime trade between China 
and Islam had increased in volume and become more important. These events hint 
that the sudden rise in the large-scale Chinese ceramic trade had its own complicated 
reasons: the decline in land route trade and the northern Chinese economy provided 
the opportunity for maritime trade and manufacture in southern China. At the same 
time, as mentioned in Chapter 2, technical improvements in Chinese ceramic 
manufacturing and industrial development also occurred in the 8th to 9th centuries. 
This situation provided one of the most important prerequisites for the rise of the 
Chinese ceramic trade in the Indian Ocean (Zhang 2013, Lin and Zhang in press). 
 
3.2.2 The decline of Siraf and the switch in trade routes 
  As noted previously, the Islamic expansion of trade in the Indian Ocean involved 
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China from the middle of the 8th century onwards, while traditional land route based 
trade gradually declined. During the 8th to 10th centuries, the Gulf played a leading 
position as the trading centre that connected China, India, Africa and the 
Mediterranean (Hourani 1995:Chapter 2). The lower reaches of the two combined 
rivers of Mesopotamia had been urbanised since Babylonian times. And during the 
Sasanian period, it has been indicated by archaeological evidence that the maximum 
extent of land-usage and population density was reached. This was supported by a 
massive state-sponsored canalisation programme, which brought the unutilised land 
into use for the first time (e.g. Adams 1962, 1965, 1981, Neely 1970, 1974, Wenke 
1975-76, Christensen 1993). Whilst in the 8th century AD, the newly founded capital 
of the Abbasid Caliphate, Baghdad, was developed into a true commercial emporium, 
as was the port city of Basra with links to port cities such as Siraf and Sohar 
(Chaudhuri 1985:46-47).  
  This situation altered during the later 10th century with the rise of the Buyyids and 
the balance of networks for trade in the western Indian Ocean switched from the Gulf 
to the Red Sea from early in the 11th century (Aubin 1963, Cahen 1970:183-185, 190, 
Chaudhuri 1985:58, Rougeulle 1996:167). It is well known that the Saljuqs, Oghuz 
and Mongols invaded Iran, each of which was accompanied by pillage and 
destruction to cultivation during the period from the 11th to 13th centuries. After that 
the economy of Iran underwent an upsurge, as a result of the reforms of the Il-Khans 
in the late 13th century, it did not however re-cover its pre-1220 level (Boyle 
1968:483-500). Following the conquering of China in 1280 AD and the occupation of 
large parts of Eurasia, the Mongol Empire participated in both land and sea 
route-based trade from the east to west in the 14th century, as described in the 
historical accounts of Marco Polo (1254-1324 AD), Wang Dayuan ([(c ) 
(1311-1350 AD) and Ibn Battuta (1304-1369 AD) (Ibn Battuta 1929, Polo 1938, 
Wang 1981, Chaudhuri 1985:54-56, Abu-Lughod 1989). 
(1) Maritime trade under the Abbasid Caliphate (the 8th to 11th centuries) 
  It is hard to describe the prosperity of Basra as there is little archaeological 
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evidence (Rougeulle 1996:162); however, from the historical accounts it is clear that 
Basra played an important strategic role in the military protection of the Caliphate 
from sea attacks by Oman or even Hindustan, and was also the major trading port that 
linked the city to Baghdad, the later political and economic base of the Abbasid 
Caliphate (Chaudhuri 1985:47). Basra was described by al-Mansur (1901:206-207) 
as:  
 
This is the Tigris, there is no obstacle between us and everything on the 
sea can come to us on it. 
 
  The Indian Ocean in the 8th to 10th centuries was notable for the smooth and long 
distance voyages from China to the Gulf (Hourani 1995:61). In contrast, under the 
Islamic expansion, merchants and caravaneers from the Red Sea struggled to reach 
Damascus and other western destinations other than Yemen when bringing goods 
from the east. The Red Sea route during this period was never safe due to the 
existence of piracy (Chaudhuri 1985:42). The lack of historical resources means that 
archaeological finds of Chinese ceramics from Athar on the south western coast of 
Saudi Arabia and Aqaba on the Gulf of Aqaba may provide a very limited pattern 
demonstrating the prosperous trade with Red Sea merchants. It has been suggested 
that long distance trade with China via the Red Sea was possibly in the hands of Gulf 
traders (Rougeulle 1996:166-167). 
  Through archaeological evidence the importance of Siraf in the Gulf may provide 
good evidence of the heyday of long distance Islamic trade (Tampoe 1989). The 
historical descriptions of Siraf are curiously poor in comparison with those for other 
large cities in the Gulf. However, the few paragraphs contained in historical accounts 
reveal that despite the poor geographical environment, Siraf was a town of 
considerable size as large as Shiraz. This port was sufficiently attractive for long 
distance merchants to trade here (Chaudhuri 1985:48), and rich merchants and people 
from Siraf funded the construction of a great Friday mosque more than 2,000 square 
metres in size and raised on an artificial terrace two metres high, which was 
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completed around 820 AD (Whitehouse 1979:56, Rougeulle 1996:162). 
(2) The gradual decline of Siraf and the switch in Sea Trade Route (11th to 13th 
centuries) 
  From the 8th century onwards Tang Chinese merchants needed foreign vessels for 
trading, but their supply was interrupted by the Huang Chao Rebellion (7	) 
(877-880 AD). Muslim merchants were massacred in Guangzhou following an attack 
by Huang Chao’s armies. No Chinese historical evidence records this event but it can 
be found within Arabic accounts (Twitchett and Fairbank 2007:736-740, Lewis 
2009:161). According to one Arabic writer, ‘In 877 AD, Huang Chao killed one 
hundred and twenty thousand people including Muslims, Christians, Jews and 
Zoroastrians who had sought refuge in the city (Guangzhou)’ (Abu-Zayd 1733). This 
led to a decline in the maritime activities of Arab merchants in the late Tang period 
and subsequently ships from the Islamic world began to meet the Chinese halfway on 
the Malay Peninsula (Park 2012:70).  
  In the middle of the 10th century (945 AD) the weakening of the power of the 
Abbasid Caliphate is manifest through the conquest of Baghdad by the Buyid dynasty. 
Shortly afterwards a well-documented earthquake in 977 AD badly destroyed Siraf 
(Chaudhuri 1985:49) and had a negative impact on the importance of the city, such 
that from the 11th century AD onwards, its position in the Indian Ocean became 
significantly reduced (Whitehouse 1975). Although it is been believed that the town 
was already declining by this time, it can be seen that there was a gradual decline as 
Siraf was still involved into the long-distance trade from China to the Gulf, till to the 
13th century. This is mainly based on archaeological excavations that have revealed 
that Chinese ceramics, such as Longquan celadon date to the later period of the 14th 
century (Figure 3.1) (Kennet et al. 2011). Although the quantity of these Far East 
goods had decreased, this demonstrates that Siraf continued to be involved in Indian 
Ocean trade (Rougeulle 1991:94, 1996:169). It also can be seen that the great trading 
city of Sohar, in Oman, also declined during the period of about the 10th century 
(Williamson 1974). 
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  Behind this gradual decline at Siraf was the change in traders from the unique 
power of the Abbasid Caliphate to many powers from Oman, Aden and the Fatimids 
in Egypt (Chaudhuri 1985:49, Rougeulle 1996:167-171). During the period from the 
late 10th century to the 15th century, the political and religious traditions and Indian 
Ocean trade routes changed due to the decline of the Abbasid Caliphate and the rise 
of the Fatimid Caliphate in Egypt (Chaudhuri 1985:58).  
  Clear movement of the trade centres in the Gulf can be seen from the 
archaeological evidence, with the cities of Kish, Minab and Julfar located closer to 
the entrance to the Gulf playing a more important role and replacing Siraf during the 
11th to the 14th centuries (Morgan 1991, Sasaki and Sasaki 1992, Kennet 2002, 
Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens 2003, Priestman 2005). The movement of the Hormuz 
Kingdom from Minab to Hormuz Island in 1300 AD allowed the city to reach its 
peak in the 14th to 15th centuries (Wiesner 1979), and this economic boom is detailed 
in historical descriptions (Kauz and Ptak 2001:34-39, Lin and Zhang 2015). 
 
Figure 3.1: Longquan celadon sherds unearthed from excavations in Siraf.  
(Provided and photographed by Seth Priestman) 
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  In the Red Sea, the historical Cairo Geniza documents support the notion that the 
newly founded Fatimid Egypt participated in Indian Ocean trade together with 
archaeological evidence of large amounts of Chinese ceramics unearthed at Fustat 
dating from around the 11th to 12th centuries (Rougeulle 1996:170, Yuba 2014). 
During the 13th to 14th centuries there was further development in the areas around 
the Red Sea and Yemen (Rougeulle 1996:171-173), which played the role of a 
middleman for China, India, the Gulf, east Africa and the Mediterranean (Rougeulle 
1996:167, Zhao 2006). 
  The decline of the role of Siraf and the Gulf in Indian Ocean trade occurred over a 
long period of time, from the late Tang period to the 11th century, and was due to a 
complicated historical background rather than a solo event, such as the Huang Chao 
Rebellion in China or the earthquake in Siraf. These single events could not solely 
cause such a significant change in the trade between China and western Asia, 
although the political and economic changes in the Abbasid Caliphate played a 
greater role in changes to maritime trade across the Indian Ocean. In fact, the Huang 
Chao Rebellion resulted in the formation of a new networked trade which relied on 
segmented trade routes which replaced the old form of a single sea passage trade 
from the Persian Gulf to China (Park 2012:70-71). 
(3) Trade routes from the Mongol Empire (13th to 14th centuries) 
  The Mongol conquests of Asia and Eastern Europe in the 13th and 14th centuries 
were a watershed in Asian and world history. The connection of commercial and 
cross-cultural interactions around the Indian Ocean and in the Mediterranean region 
resulted in the formation of complex political, religious and mercantile networks 
(Morgan 1990:5, Sen 2006:299).  
  During the age of the expansion of the Mongol Empire, significant political 
transformations occurred in western Asia. Mongol troops conquered the Abbasid 
Caliphate in Baghdad in 1258 AD (Boyle 1968:340). In India, Islamic power had 
entered the subcontinent by the early 13th century. The Qutb al-Din Aybek had took 
over the throne from the Muhmud of Ghazna and founded the Delhi Sultanate in 
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1206 AD (Jackson 2003). Muhammad Bakhtiyar invaded eastern India and founded 
the Bengal Sultanate (Hussain 2003). In the early 14th century, Islamic forces 
penetrated the Deccan region and southern India and established the Bahmani 
Sultante in 1347 AD (Wink 1990:Chapter 4). 
  Islamic merchants have a long tradition of maritime trade in the Indian Ocean, 
connecting with India and the Far East since at least the 8th to 9th centuries, and they 
settled down in India in around the 11th to13th centuries. However, the Mongol 
invasion had partly interrupted Islamic trade. The Mongol commercial network grew 
across the Eurasian lands, with the contribution of Jewish, non-Muslim Indian and 
Southeast Asian merchants (Abu-Lughod 1989:300, Sen 2006).  
  It can therefore be seen that the expansion of the Mongol Empire played an 
important role in maritime trade in the Indian Ocean, as well as re-connecting the 
land-based route from China to the West which had been disrupted for over a hundred 
years during the Chinese Song periods due to the unstable diplomatic relationships 
between Song China, Liao, Jurchen and Mongol (Franke and Twitchett 1994, Kuhn 
2009).  
  It has been suggested that trade between Southern China and northern alien nations, 
especially during the Southern Song Chinese period, was limited (Qi 1987:1014-1030, 
Qin 2000b:33). However, with re-connection under the Mongol Empire, travel, trade 
and other communications could be smoothly dispatched between China and 
Mesopotamia. A Yuan Chinese geographer, Zhu Siben (RBQ) (1989d:666) stated 
that: 
 
The West Sea is too far away but ambassadors and merchants could reach there 
occasionally. (|`z%G'quICvg) 
 
  The West Sea in Chinese historical records may refer to areas from Sumatra in the 
10th to 12th centuries, to Hormuz and the Gulf in the 13th to 15th centuries. This 
understanding and terminology of the geographical concept of the west was expanded 
from the Song to Yuan dynasties and may be due to the unification of most parts of 
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the Islamic-Asia area by the Mongol Empire (Liu 2011:12-14).  
  With these smooth routes established between the West and East, many travellers 
and ambassadors could now move around and trade. Famous travellers, such as 
Marco Polo, Yang Tingbi, Wang Dayuan and Ibn Battuta, have been very well 
discussed and described in historical studies (Ibn Battuta 1929, Polo 1938, Wang 
1981, Chaudhuri 1985, Abu-Lughod 1989, Sen 2006:301-312, Park 2012). Pope 
Clement V also sent a group of missionaries, via India, to Yuan China in 1307 AD, 
which was well recorded in both historical and archaeological evidence (Moule 
1914:540, Zhang 1977:266-267, Lin 2013:271-278). In 1338 AD a group of Yuan 
Imperial ambassadors was sent to visit Pope Benedict XII and their visit also 
included a meeting with Louis the Great of Hungary and gifts included Jingdezhen 
fired Qingbai porcelain and the so-called ‘Fonthill Vase’ (Figure 3.2) (Finlay 
2010:156-157). 
 
Figure 3.2: The Fonthill Vase and a drawing of it by Barthelemy Remy in 1713 AD.  
(Collection of the National Museum of Ireland) 
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  Although the land routes had been re-connected, in comparison with previous 
periods, after a few decades the Silk Road was again disrupted by the Chagatai 
Khanate during the 13th to 14th centuries (Liu 1985:104, Bai 1997:581-582). This 
suggests that the sea route and trade via the Indian Ocean from Mongol China to the 
West still played an important role and represented a more peaceful option than the 
land route. 
(4) Short summary: outlined changing patterns of western Indian Ocean trade 
in the 8th to the 14th centuries 
  The Gulf witnessed its trade heyday from the East to the West under the Abbasid 
Caliphate during the 8th to 11th centuries. The importance of Siraf, a key trading port 
in the Gulf, has been demonstrated historically and archaeologically. Following the 
decline of Siraf, trading power in the western Indian Ocean was shared by the Gulf, 
Yemen, Red Sea and Egypt. Following the unification of a large part of Eurasia by 
the Mongol Empire, new trade routes appeared from the east to the Indian Ocean and 
the Silk Road was reconnected. 
 
3.2.3 Chinese trade expansions and the voyages of Zheng He 
  Ancient China gives the impression of disdaining commerce, due to the influence 
of Confucian virtue and noblesse oblige, and literal interpretation of Chinese official 
histories (cf. Huang 1969:74, Abu-Lughod 1989:Chapters 9 and 10). However, it is 
not hard to find historical records to suggest that Chinese emperors were highly 
concerned by commercial benefits. For example, Emperor Gaozong (-.) of the 
Southern Song (1127-1167 AD) stressed that trade income ‘can reduce his people’s 
labour force’ (=30X4 ) (Xu 1957:Volume 44-20). Similarly 
Confucianist sayings also argue the importance of wealth. For instance, according to 
Confucian attitudes, ‘wealth is only in the form of the success of an endeavor that can 
be fairly guaranteed by virtue and morality’ (+N“2qZzD
& 
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
”) (Weber 1964:159-160).  
  In terms of Chinese attitudes to maritime trade, it can be seen that the overseas 
trade activities of China might have kept growing gradually through free private 
trades and a relatively positive attitude from both Confucianism and the Chinese 
government since the early 11th century. It has been suggested that overseas trade had 
not been much interfered with by Confucian attitudes until about the pre-14th century, 
because before that time Chinese maritime trade had not reached a point that its 
development would have challenged the accepted view of Confucian ideology (Wang 
1970:233). However, this interpretation does not clearly describe the Chinese official 
attitudes to maritime trade, or answer the question of why there was a relatively 
positive attitude from Confucianism and the Chinese courts (Abu-Lughod 1989:341, 
350). But both historically and archaeologically, it can be seen that the Chinese 
interests in maritime trade had been growing only after the 12th century (Lo 1955, 
2012, Deng 1999:86, Heng 2005, Park 2012). Although it has been seen that traded 
goods from China, such as silk, had reached south-east Asia as early as the 2nd 
Century AD (Guy 1986:1-2), and at the same time, Chinese goods had been traded to 
Iran or even further to the Roman Empire via the Silk Road (Liu 1988:19, Stauffer 
1996:19, Schmidt-Colinet et al. 2000:55-58), there was no historical or 
archaeological evidence to support the large scale participation of Chinese merchants 
in this trade. 
  At least, however, it can be confirmed that Song Chinese central courts supported 
maritime trade (Lo 2012: Chapter 2) but the furthest point reached by Chinese 
merchants was only near Malacca (cf. Heng 2005). In terms of trading to the western 
Indian Ocean, it seems that engagement in maritime trade by Chinese merchants did 
not begin on a large scale until the 14th to 15th centuries (Deng 1997:85-86, Zhang 
2013).  
  The economic effects of Chinese merchants in the Indian Ocean are poorly 
understood through both historical and archaeological evidence. Few historical 
mentions or fragments of archaeological evidence relating to the western Indian 
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Ocean trade exist, which illustrate the changing role of Chinese merchants. From the 
low interest in maritime trade during the later Tang period to the monopolised trade 
voyages in the early Ming period, Chinese merchants/official trade activities 
demonstrate totally different attitudes. This section aims to provide an outline 
description of this gradual change based on the available historical and archaeological 
evidence.  
(1) Low interest in seafaring of Tang China 
  Lo argues that (2012:57-58), although China had over 1700 years of maritime 
experience up to the 11th century, it cannot be regarded as a true naval power. The 
navy, in both terms of military and commerce, had been considered as the secondary 
arm for the China’s political administration before the 12th century. Hourani 
(1995:75-76) has suggested that no Chinese merchant ships traded between China 
and the Gulf during the 8th and 9th centuries, although in The Accounts of China and 
India, it was recorded that ‘Chinese Ships (al-Sufun al-Ṣīnīyah)’ were trading in the 
Gulf (Abu Zayd 1733). However, the description of the structure of these ‘Chinese 
ships’ actually better fits the characteristics of dhows, the indigenous boats that come 
from Arabia, Persia and India and which sailed the Indian Ocean, rather than Chinese 
ships (Park 2012:65). In terms of geographical knowledge, although the mapping of 
Indian Ocean trade and travel routes was initially performed by a Tang Chinese 
minister and geographer, Jia Dan (r 730-805 AD), he collected information based 
on the descriptions of Arab merchants without actually visiting any foreign countries 
(Li 1996:118, Park 2012:31). 
  Chinese travellers, monks and officials all visited India and the Near East via 
sea-routes during the Tang period. For example, the Tang Chinese monk, I-Ching (	
), visited India via an Arab merchant ship in 671 AD, and his first stop was in 
Palembang in Sumatra (Wang 1988:8). During a return voyage from Heiyi Dashi (
{(, Abbasid Caliphate) to Guangzhou, a Chinese general, Du Huan (Sj), a 
prisoner from the Battle of Talas, travelled back to China by merchant ship in 762 AD 
(Li 1996:120, Park 2012:29). However, no clear description can support the 
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ownership of this ship as either Chinese or Arabic, due to the loss of Du Huan’s 
writings.  
  Limited archaeological evidence partly supports this point through the Belitung 
shipwreck, which is the earliest archaeological find of a trade ship in the Indian 
Ocean and dates to the 9th century (Flecker 2001, Guy 2005, Krahl et al. 2010) 
(Figure 3.3). This wreck has been confirmed as belonging to Arab merchants (Omani, 
Yemeni or Iranian) (Flecker 2001:345-348, 353, Krahl et al. 2010:118), and was 
probably built in Arabia or in India, but it was full of Chinese cargo. Once again there 
was nothing on the ship to indicate that Tang Chinese merchants participated in 
Indian Ocean trade. The lack of early Chinese shipwreck archaeological evidence 
perhaps supports the absence of Chinese traders at this time. Based on a 
comprehensive shipwreck dataset collected by Roxanna M. Brown (2009:161-181), it 
can be seen that the Belitung shipwreck is the only archaeological evidence of Indian 
Ocean trading before the 10th century. 
 
Figure 3.3: Changsha bowls (left) and lead ingots stored in a Dusun jar (right) from the Belitung 
shipwreck. 
Source: (Krahl et al. 2010:104, 109) 
 
  The only evidence to support an official Chinese visit to the Gulf is a stone stele 
unearthed in front of the Yang Liangyao’s tomb in Jingchuan County in Shaanxi 
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Province. The inscription of this stele clearly describes the official visit of Yang 
Liangyao (Uyk), as a Tang Chinese ambassador to the Abbasid Caliphate (Rong 
2012, Schottenhammer 2014). 
  The lack of more archaeological evidence suggests that Tang Chinese merchants 
did not reach the commercial emporia of the Malabar coast and neither was there a 
middle point for trade and exchanges in the Indian Ocean between Tang China and 
the Abbasid Caliphate. This may be due to the scarcity of contemporary sources that 
could provide information on this question, but the expansion of Islamic trading in 
the Indian Ocean had been quite well established by this time (Chaudhuri 
1985:50-51). In contrast, Tang China was more interested in tributary trade from 
foreign counties to China rather than in participating in maritime trade (cf. Li 1996, 
Deng 1997). 
(2) Maritime trade expansion of China from the 11th to the 14th centuries 
  In the Tang period, although Chinese merchants were not encouraged to participate 
in maritime trade, a policy of welcoming foreign merchants had existed since 714 AD, 
and was marked by the appointment of Shi Bo Shi (8x), an official who dealt 
with foreign trade. The establishment of this government post indicates the 
preliminary establishment of the so-called Shi Bo (Foreign Trade) policies and 
administrations (8x<) for the following dynasties (Ning 1997:116-118). 
  This newly-established foreign trade system of the Tang court obviously had a 
less-reliable administration to deal with the importing trades. The local governors of 
Guangdong and Lingnan Circuit (approximately current Guangdong and Guangxi 
provinces) were often corrupt. Demanding, bribes and levying heavy taxation upon 
foreign merchants. It had been mentioned that ‘for these over 40 foreign merchant 
ships [in 772 AD], there was not even an exception of exactions from them ()xv
p#P}M>
F)’ (Lv 2005:909). It also has been recorded that: ‘[in 758 
AD] Persian [merchants] attacked Guangzhou, robbing warehouses and residential 
blocks (\H(196;:w)’ (Liu 1975:Vol. 198). It has been 
suggested that this attack was probably caused by the anger of foreign merchants 
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towards on the unfair and corrupted foreign trade administration (Lv 2005:910). 
  But the Shi Bo system of Tang China was still important and by following it, the 
Min Regime (893-945 AD) in Fujian and the Nanhan Regime (905-971 AD) in 
Guangdong actively participated in foreign trade (Deng 1999:86). Then the Northern 
Song court recognised the importance of export trading revenues and tribute missions 
began to arrive at the Song court as early as 960 AD, the first year of the Song 
dynasty (Heng 2005:172). The Song court continued the maritime trade 
administration of the late Tang period, and in order to manage sea trade activities, the 
Shi Bo Si (8x  Office of the Superintendent of Merchant Shipping) was 
established in 971 AD in Guangzhou port, quickly followed by Hangzhou and 
Mingzhou ports. These offices allowed the regulation of trade relations between Song 
China and other countries in southeast Asia and the Near East (Heng 2005:171, Park 
2012:43-44).  
  In the 11th century, the Song court’s attitude towards maritime trade changed and it 
increasingly encouraged the participation of Chinese traders outside of the official 
tribute mission framework (Heng 2005:173). Private Chinese traders were accorded 
official recognition and were allowed to engage in maritime shipping trade in 
overseas areas. However, this maritime trade was mostly confined to Southeast Asia 
and not the Near East.  
  After the Huang Chao Rebellion and the attack on Guangzhou port in the 9th 
century in which Islamic merchants who had settled in Guangzhou had fled or been 
killed, the tribute mission advisory ceased and direct trade between China and the 
Near East declined. It was recorded that in 1023 AD the Song government advised 
Arab envoys to stop dispatching tribute missions to China and instead to use the sea 
route to Southeast Asia rather than the maritime trade route to the Near East (Ma 
1936:339), as this route had become an unsafe trade passage. Islamic merchants had 
to meet Chinese merchants or obtain Chinese exported goods in Southeast Asia 
(Heng 2005:175) and it is likely that during the 11th century, the Song court began to 
control most of the trade and shipping in the eastern half of the Indian Ocean 
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(Chaudhuri 1985:51, Park 2012:54). 
  Throughout the 11th to 12th centuries, Song China faced a military threat from the 
northern nomadic nations; the Liao (Khitan) and Jin (Jurchen). After losing the 
capital, Kaifeng City, and the northern Chinese territory in 1127 AD, the Song court 
moved to Lin’an City and founded the Southern Song state, which they could defend 
against further attacks by Jin armies using the natural barrier of the Long River. The 
collapse of the Song Court in 1127 AD marked the end of the Northern Song period 
and for the remainder of the Song dynasty court officials in Lin’an referred to it as 
the ‘temporary capital’. This indicates many orthodox Song officials and scholars 
considered Lin’an to be an unacceptable capital city as it was noisy, crowded and 
possessed a narrow city plan, therefore an unsuitable city for their Emperor. However, 
located at the end of the Long River, Lin’an had a geographical and strategic 
advantage of the natural barriers of waterways, lakes, rice fields and hills, which 
could stop attacks by the Jin armies. The Song court continued to hope that 
eventually the dynasty would be able to re-take northern China and return to the 
Kaifeng Capital (Kuhn 2009:64-71, 205). As a result of the loss of northern China, 
the territory north of the Huai River, the Song government revenue and agricultural 
supplements were partly cut off or lost completely.  
  Many historical records note that Chinese shipping trade, especially for high value 
and luxury items, such as jewellery and aromatics, had been prohibited because the 
central authority wanted to impose financial austerity in order to deal with the dire 
economic stresses after the loss of northern China (Ma 1936:Vol. 20, Xu 1957:Vol. 
44). However, this austerity did not last very long because the Southern Song court 
had to rely on the external economy and revenues from maritime trading which was 
actually flourishing at this time (Heng 2005:187-188). 
  After a short prohibition in maritime trade from around 1127 to 1133 AD, the 
offices of Shi Bo Si were re-established in Zhejiang, Fujian and Guangzhou (Ma 
1936:Vol. 62, Xu 1957:Vol. 44). Maritime trade became increasingly important for 
the Song court and from 1130 to 1160 AD the administrative changes concerning 
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foreign trade showed that it held a high economic position, as the state actively 
encouraged maritime trade, and the administration of maritime trade and foreign 
policies was restructured. This enabled foreign traders to be welcomed and allowed to 
trade annually with Chinese ports (Heng 2005:188). 
  During the Yuan dynasty in the 14th century there was further development of both 
land and sea based routes. Moreover, the encouragement of maritime trade was also 
further developed based on the trade policy of the Song period. A new policy to 
support commercial sailors to trade was initiated and under this scheme, the Yuan 
government provided merchants with ships, financial support and sailors in order to 
trade overseas, with profits shared between the government and merchants via a 7:3 
ratio (Deng 1999:86). Ibn Battuta described voyages from Calicut and other Malabar 
ports to China in the 14th century as being sailed only by Chinese junks (Hourani 
1995:83). 
  In general, during the 11th to 14th centuries Arab merchants seem to have lost their 
pre-eminence in trade of the eastern Indian Ocean but their commercial orientation 
was highly important to both the Song Chinese and Yuan Mongolian courts. Maritime 
trade was developing steadily throughout this period, although there was a very short 
ban in trading activities in China.  
 
(3) The voyages of Zheng He 
  From early Ming times, during the late 14th to the early 15th centuries, Chinese 
foreign trade, such as pepper, sapanwood and other luxuries, was an Imperial 
monopoly, closely guarded to ensure that all the profits went to the Ming court (T'ien 
1981:188). In terms of the official maritime trade, Emperor Yongle (Y ) 
(1360-1424 AD) sponsored maritime expeditions led by Zheng He (!) with the 
aim of projecting Ming Chinese power as far afield as Java, Sri Lanka and the East 
African coast (Dreyer and STEARNS 2005, Chao 2012). This was a new and 
significant period of increased Indian Ocean trade, when the two far ends of Asia, the 
Hormuz Kingdom and Ming China, linked together and reached new limits of 
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discovering each other in terms of culture, commerce and communication. This time 
can be viewed as a return to the trade between China and Islam, comparable to trade 
during the 8th to 9th centuries. The Ming Chinese maritime general, Zheng He, 
voyaged with his fleets to the western Indian Ocean, and Chinese maritime power, to 
some extent, reached its highest point. 
  Near the entrance to the Gulf, the Kingdom of Hormuz (Old Hormuz) was 
strategically located in what is today known as the Minab plain of Iran. During the 
13th and 14th centuries, the two cities of Kish and Hormuz were political and 
economic rivals, with the ruler Mahmud Qalhatï of Hormuz, finally winning the 
contest. Around the same time, at the beginning of the 14th century, the Hormuz 
Kingdom moved from Old Hormuz to Jarun Island, and established its autonomy 
(Aubin 1953:102, Morgan 1991:71-78, Piacentini 1992:171-173, Kennet 2002:161) 
which was known as New Hormuz (Kauz and Ptak 2001:17-22). By the early 15th 
century, an economic boom had extended the new Hormuz kingdom to the Julfar area, 
situated on the southern coast of the Hormuz Strait (Williamson 1973:57, Kennet 
2002, 2003, 2004). 
  New Hormuz experienced an economic boom in the 14th to 15th centuries, 
according to both historical and archaeological research, and Hormuz Island was 
considered a world-trading centre as mentioned by the 15th century historian 
al-Samarkandi:  
 
‘Hormuz is a port without equal on the face of the earth. The merchants of 
Egypt, Syria, the lands of Rum, of Azerbaijan, Khorasan, of the Ma 
wara'al-Nahr and Turkestan direct their paths to this port. The inhabitants of 
maritime countries arrive from China, Java, Tanasserim, from Bengal, Malabar, 
Zanzibar, Abyssinia, Aden, Jeddah…. With the goods they bring they may buy 
anything they wish. People of all religions, and even idolaters, meet in this city, 
and nobody permits any hostile gesture or injustice against them.’ (Thackston 
2001:69) 
 
  While the Persian Gulf entered an economic boom, at the eastern end of Asia the 
Mongolian rule of the Yuan dynasty (1274-1368 AD) was over and Ming China had 
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started to play a new role in Indian Ocean trade. Unofficial trade was illegal during 
most periods of Ming China, and since Ming China had a large and strong domestic 
market it appears that continuous foreign trading was not essential (Kerr 2002:125). 
Furthermore, costal security of the natural border of Ming China was a high priority 
for the first Ming Emperor, Hong Wu (_W) (Chao 2012:29-36). 
  In the early 15th century Emperor Yongle had attempted to monopolise tributes and 
foreign trade through Zheng He’s expeditions (1371–1435 AD), which marked a 
significant point in Chinese and world history (Kerr 2002:125, Park 2012:169). 
Contact between Ming China and the Persian Gulf, which had thrived since the 
earliest years of the Ming Dynasty, was enormously enhanced through the seven 
voyages of Zheng He, the fleet admiral of the Ming Empire and a Muslim from 
Yunnan, whose Arab ancestors had migrated to China during the Yuan Dynasty. 
Zheng He’s voyages involved several hundreds of large vessels sailing from China, 
and on four occasions they travelled as far as the Persian Gulf and East Africa. Zheng 
He’s expeditions consisted of 27,400 men and 62 fleets of the treasure ships 
supported by 190 smaller ships (Kauz and Ptak 2001, Dreyer and STEARNS 
2005:122-124, Park 2012). 
  Between 1413 and 1433 AD (Chao Zhongchen 2012: 101), four of Zheng He’s 
voyages to Hormuz Island were apparently involved in the economic boom in the 
Gulf (Kauz and Ptak 2001:27), and luxuries, such as ceramics, silk, gold, silver, 
jewellery, and gemstones, were traded between the Hormuz Kingdom and Ming 
China. Zheng He’s visits to, and trade with, Hormuz are clearly recorded in an 
Islamic account of the history of Tarikh-i Ja’far (Kauz and Ptak 2001:55), which 
describes the trades as follows: 
  ‘During his (Saif ad-Din’s) reign, many ships (jank) from China (Chïn), with 
Chinese products and many silken fabrics, came [to Hormuz] on several occasions. 
He (again Saif ad-Din) sold countless [normal] pearls and royal pearls to them, and 
he received many riches in return – gold, silver, silks and ceramics – filling the 
treasuries [with them].’ 
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  Chinese historical accounts, recorded in the books of Xi Yang Fan Guo Zhi (|^
m$@), Ying Ya Sheng Lan (fbt~), and Xing Cha Sheng Lan (KVt~), 
describe Zheng He’s first visit to the Gulf as around 1413 AD. Separately, in 1417 
and 1433 AD, the Hormuz Kingdom paid tributes and treasures to Ming China, 
including pearls, gemstones, and animals, such as lions, leopard, war horses, and 
giraffes (Chao 2012:112-119). 
 
Figure 3.4: Early Ming Chinese ceramic sherds found on Hormuz Island. 
(A) Sherds unearthed from Hormuz Island, housed in the Williamson Collection; (B) An Imperial 
Celadon plate manufactured at the Longquan kiln sites (Diameter: 62.4cm); & (C) An Imperial blue 
and white porcelain plate with overglaze painting decorations unearthed manufactured at the 
Jingdezhen Imperial Kiln site (Height: 4.6cm).  
 
  Based on archaeological survey missions by Andrew Williamson and Ulrich 
Wiesner (Wiesner 1979, Priestman and Kennet 2002, Priestman 2005), the early 
Ming Chinese ceramic sherds found on Hormuz Island may have been both illegally 
traded and exchanged through Zheng He’s voyages (Lin and Zhang 2015) (Figure 
3.4). The recent finding of imperial type Longquan sherds, can confirm to some 
extent, that Zheng He visited present-day Hormuz Island, and early Ming blue and 
white porcelain sherds found on Hormuz Island may also demonstrate this (Wiesner 
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1979, Lin and Zhang 2015). The more similar and rarer findings from Julfar indicate 
that Zheng He visited the Hormuz Kingdom, because Julfar was under its control 
from approximately 1330 to 1507 AD (Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens 2003:4). Based on the 
archaeological findings from both Hormuz Island and China, Zheng He was involved 
in the economic boom, which occurred during the 15th century AD. Excavations at 
Fustat in Egypt and Gedi in Kenya have also unearthed Chinese ceramics, including 
early Ming blue and white porcelain and Imperial-type Longquan celadon (Liu et al. 
2012, Qin and Liu 2012:19-20, Clunas and Harrison-Hall 2014, Yuba 2014:280-281), 
which may further reveal that the power of early Ming China in the Indian Ocean had 
expanded. 
(4) Short summary: changing of the attitude of China towards maritime trade 
  During the period from 8th to the 15th centuries the attitude of the Chinese 
government towards maritime trade changed, from no participation to encouragement 
and later the monopolisation of overseas trade. A highly considered and welcoming 
foreign trade policy had a significant impact on Indian Ocean trade with the Near 
East.  
  The establishment of Shi Bo Si Offices in the late 10th century marked the 
beginning of the Chinese government efforts to systematically manage foreign trade 
from overseas. Chinese merchants were encouraged to sail the Indian Ocean from the 
11th century onwards and the evidence has revealed the important role played by 
China in maritime trading. Chinese government maritime trade expanded and 
Chinese merchants voyaged across the Indian Ocean, reaching a peak during the 
Yuan dynasty. Due to coastal border security early Ming China banned private 
maritime trade in the late 14th century, but this policy has quickly reversed with the 
voyages into the Indian Ocean by Zheng He who was sent by Emperor Yongle. These 
voyages are considered to be the largest monopolisation of power by China in the 
Indian Ocean trade. 
3.2.4 The entry of Europeans and the re-opening of China 
  In the middle of 15th century the sudden decline of Ming Chinese maritime power 
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in the Indian Ocean provided an opportunity for both Arab and European merchants. 
This was seven decades after the return of Zheng He’s final voyage in 1433 AD, and 
there were less Chinese goods travelling across the Indian Ocean in comparison with 
earlier periods. In almost the last year of the 15th century, Portuguese explorers 
arrived in East Africa and travelled to India. An ironic historical event is that Arab 
sailors had given this ‘chance left by Chinese’ to the Europeans by guiding them into 
the Indian Ocean, and the European merchants ‘captured’ India, Malacca and Macau. 
The official re-opening of Ming China for trade was very difficult but finally 
occurred in the late 16th century. However, since the 16th century neither Chinese nor 
Arabs have been able to halt the expansion of European merchants in Indian Ocean 
trading.  
(1) The sudden decline of Ming Chinese maritime power 
  In 1424 AD the death of Ming Emperor Yongle, the powerful supporter of Zheng 
He’s voyages, had a strong negative impact on Chinese official trade to the Gulf. Just 
one year after succeeding to the throne, the son of Emperor Yongle, Emperor Hongxi 
(_h ) (1378-1425 AD) halted and banned Zheng He’s voyages following 
suggestions of his officials (Anonymous 1962:Renzong Shilu Vol. 1, Part 1). 
However, in 1430 AD the son of Emperor Hongxia, Emperor Xuande (/?) 
(1399-1435) sent Zheng He to visit Hormuz once again, and this seventh and final 
voyage to the Gulf and Indian Ocean was the last of the Ming official’s expeditions 
(Zhang Tingyu 1974:Vol. 340). 
  The attitude of Emperor Xuande towards foreign trade was unclear and relatively 
neutral, and he quoted an account from an ancient Chinese historical classic chronicle, 
the Spring and Autumn Annals (Lo), and expressed his thoughts on foreign trade 
such that China should ‘welcome those who come and do not chase after those who 
leave’ (TpEp) (Anonymous 1962:Xuanzong Vol. 38). 
  In 1433 AD, Zheng He’s fleets had returned to China and this marked the 
beginning of the decline of Chinese maritime and trade power in the Indian Ocean 
(Chao 2012:131-140). Due to financial restraints and political criticism, later Ming 
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emperors were determined to close China’s seacoasts to foreign visitors (Chaudhuri 
1985:61-62). Although a foreign maritime trade banning regulation was issued by the 
Ming government, small scale private smuggling trades often occurred along the 
trade route from Fujian to South East Asia. However, it appears that no large scale 
and long distance trading to as far away as the Gulf was made again by Chinese junks 
(Chao 2012:140-146). 
  With the shortage of Chinese goods supplying trade in the Indian Ocean due to the 
closed Chinese seacoasts in the 15th century, archaeological evidence suggests a 
‘Ming Gap’, which describes the absence of Chinese ceramics in sites dating to this 
period; instead ceramics from south east Asia are present (Harrisson 1958, Brown 
2009). 
(2) The arrival of Europeans 
  As mentioned previously, following the decline of Ming Chinese official maritime 
trade and the Chinese sea ban around 1435 AD, trade between China and the Indian 
Ocean decreased. Trading activities in the western Indian Ocean had been shared 
with local authorities from the Gulf, Yemen, the Red Sea and Egypt during the 11th to 
14th centuries. By the end of the 15th century, the Arab merchants clearly retained the 
leading positions in Indian Ocean trading, although they were less familiar with 
Indonesia than with India (Hourani 1995:83).  
  The decline of trade routes from China and the leading position of Arab merchants 
were interrupted by the entry of the Portuguese into the Indian Ocean very early in 
the 16th century. After approximately seven decades since the visits of Zheng He and 
without competition from Chinese fleets, the Europeans became strong foreign 
powers and recognised the importance of the trade in the Indian Ocean. In 1498 AD 
with the help of Arab and Indian sailors, Vasco da Gama voyaged from eastern Africa 
to Calicut. Subsequently the Arabs could neither drive out nor compete with the 
Portuguese or the other European nations which followed them as they navigated the 
Indian Ocean, and the prosperous Arab merchants and their trading underwent a slow 
decline (Hourani 1995:83-84).  
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  In 1511 AD the expansion of Portuguese maritime power in the Indian Ocean had 
resulted in Afonso de Albuquerque capturing the trade routes from Goa to Malacca. 
Based on well controlled Malacca, European explorers, such as Jorge Álvares, Rafael 
Perestrello and Tomé Pires, made many attempts to open Ming China to trade 
(Twitchett and Mote 1998:333-336, Chao 2012:149). However, during the reign of 
the Emperors Zhengde and Jiajing (1506-1566 AD) Ming China tried to reject the 
Europeans and fought sea battles in the coastal provinces of Guangdong and Fujian 
(Chao 2012:149-154). Nonetheless, Portuguese relations with China became 
normalised in the 1540s (Figure 3.5), and an official permit from the Ming court 
allowed the Portuguese to establish a permanent base at Macau in 1557 AD 
(Twitchett and Mote 1998:340). Behind the conflicts between the Ming Chinese court 
and the Portuguese explorers, Chinese private smuggling frequently occurred in 
Guangdong Province, where the local powerful merchants were regarded as pirates 
by Emperor Jiajing, and a similar situation also occurred in Fujian (Chao 
2012:187-205).  
  
Figure 3.5: Blue and white bowl with armillary spheres and the Portuguese arms, encircled inside 
with a Portuguese inscription. 
(Height: 115mm, dated to 1541 AD) (Krahl 1986b:449) 
 
  In 1566 AD the death of Emperor Jiajing marked the end of the Ming Chinese sea 
ban. In the following year, as suggested by the Fujian provincial governor (grand 
coordinator), Tu Zeming (a]X), Emperor Longqing revoked the ban on coastal 
foreign trade (excluding Japan) (Chen Zilong 1962:Vol. 400). However, this 
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re-opening of China was very limited as the only port opened was Yuegang port (O
d) near Zhangzhou, and only merchants from Zhangzhou and Quanzhou in the 
southern province of Fujian  were allowed to trade (Chao 2012:217-221). Although 
this open policy was continued by later Ming emperors, short-term closures of 
Yuegang port also occurred (Chao 2012:220-221).  
  Regardless of the limitations of the re-opening of Ming China during the reign of 
Emperor Longqing, the long-term sea trade ban was essentially reversed. However, 
Ming China was highly concerned about Japanese wocou (1), the pirate threat to 
coastal security and therefore limited trade with Japan. In reality no Asian power, 
such as India, the Near East or China, considered the Portuguese to be a strong 
competitor (Chaudhuri 1985:79).  
(3) Short summary: the entering of European merchants 
 
 
Figure 3.6: The Imperial Gifts sent by the Qing Emperor Qianlong to the British Ambassador Sir 
George McCartney 
Housed in the Royal Collection (Height: 605mm and 104mm, dated to 1793 AD). 
Source: (The Royal Collection of the UK) 
 
  As the end point of this historical background, the re-connection between China 
and Indian Ocean trade made by Portuguese ships marks a new start in the 
globalisation process and maritime trade. European nations arrived in steam or oil 
powered ships in the Indian Ocean via the Suez Canal, whilst Arab merchants and 
sailors were still exploring the routes from Quwayt and Aden to India, without 
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sufficient navigational knowledge to guide them to venture far from the coast 
(Hourani 1995:84). The Qing Chinese government attempted to limit the number of 
foreign traders in Guangzhou port and offered gifts (Figure 3.6) during the mercantile 
visits of the British diplomat Sir George McCartney (1737-1806 AD) (Zhang and 
Yang 2014). Since this time neither Chinese nor Arabs have ever recovered their 
leading commercial position which they achieved during the medieval period. 
 
3.3 Methodological review: key studies and their problems 
  Following the historical review in the last section, it can be seen that Chinese 
ceramic trade in the Indian Ocean has a long history that covers over a thousand years. 
Based on this long period of time, many researchers have attempted to understand the 
development of Chinese trade ceramics. Their work has been presented in separate 
studies of Chinese ceramic history or as case studies from the Indian Ocean 
archaeology.  
  For example, Quan Kuishan and Meng Yuanzhao presented an individual chapter 
for introducing Chinese trade ceramics in their book Ancient Ceramics (2008:Chapter 
9). Their work is a summarised introduction to past key studies and finds concerning 
the historical changes in Chinese ceramics exported to the Indian Ocean and Europe. 
Otherwise, a recently published Chinese Ceramic History ($l), written by 
Fang Lili, presents a short historical review of Chinese ceramic exports and trades, as 
separate chapters. These introductions are based on archaeological findings and 
anthropological perspectives to discuss the cultural and economic exchanges of early 
globalisation between China and the world (Fang 2013: Chapters 7.6, 7.7, 8.6, 9.7, 
10.6 and 11.1). However, without a systematic description of the trade ceramics, 
these brief works are not able to present clearly the changes in ceramic classes and 
the detailed trends in trade. 
  In terms of case studies, Ye Wencheng has noted many separate themes within 
traded Chinese ceramics, especially from the Fujian and Guangdong local kilns and 
their wares exported via the Indian Ocean. His works have been collected in the book 
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of the Selected Papers of Ancient Chinese Exported Ceramics (1988). However, Ye 
Wencheng does not join his studies together to present a comprehensive and overall 
pattern to determine the archaeological and historical changes in Chinese ceramic 
trade. 
 
Table 3.1: List of Recent Selected Key Studies on Chinese Trade ceramics. 
Topics Author & Year 
Archaeological Studies of Chinese 
Ceramic Trade in the Indian Ocean 
Bing Zhao (2006) 
Pirazzolit' Setevens (2003) 
Qin Dashu (2008, 2013) 
Regina Krahl (2010) 
Lin Meicun (2015) 
General Study of Chinese Ceramic Trade 
Lin Meicun (2010) 
Bing Zhao (2013) 
Wang Guangyao (2011) 
Rose Kerr (2002) 
Traded Ceramic Industries in China 
Ho Chuimei (2001) 
Li Jian'an (2010) 
Qin Dashu (2010) 
 
  Many articles have been recently published, such as those by Rose Kerr (2002), 
Qin Dashu (Qin and Gu 2007, Qin 2008, 2013, Liu et al. 2012), Wang Guangyao 
(2011a), Lin Meicun (Lin 2010, Lin and Zhang 2015), Li Jian’an (2010b), Regina 
Krahl (Krahl et al. 2010), Bing Zhao (2006, 2013), Pirazzolit’ Sertevens (2003), Ho 
Chuimei (Ho 2001) and so forth (Table 3.1), which separately achieve a new 
understanding of trade ceramics with regards to individual ceramic classes and 
historical perspectives, each with obvious merits. However, none provides a 
comprehensive comparative understanding over an extended period of time.  
  There are also many articles and books written on Indian Ocean archaeology. Their 
understanding is from a different angle and views the historical and archaeological 
trade trends with/without ceramic classifications. Four key works will now be 
introduced and used to demonstrate the issues and questions faced when 
comprehensively studying the ceramic trade in the Indian Ocean. 
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3.3.1 Mikami Tsugio and the Ceramic Road 
  Mikami Tsugio, a Japanese scholar, constructed a huge research plan of 
archaeological work and surveys around the Indian Ocean. He travelled from the 
Philippines to India, from the Persian Gulf to Africa, and from Iraq to Egypt, all areas 
where a myriad of Chinese ceramic sherds had been found. Mikami noted that in the 
Middle Ages a sea route linked trade and cultural communications between the East 
and West. Following this route numerous ceramic findings are the physical proof that 
demonstrates that trade and communications existed, and he named this route ‘the 
Ceramic Road’, a route as significant as the Silk Road (Mikami 1969). Ceramics 
were of course not the only goods transported via the Ceramic Road as other 
commodities, such as spices, tea, silk and so forth, were still common in the maritime 
trade even into the late 18th century (Goddio et al. 1999:125-126). Mikami argues that 
the development of overseas trade had a crucial effect, in particular on the 
distribution of heavy and fragile Chinese ceramics. He believes that the beginning of 
the Ceramic Road represents the land trade route that originally passed through 
Central Asia that had been shifted on to the Indian Ocean (Mikami 1969:246-252). 
  As perhaps the earliest scholar to attempt to study Chinese ceramic trade in the 
Indian Ocean systematically and comprehensively, Mikami contributed the most to 
highlighting the direction of trade routes between China and the western Indian 
Ocean. However, the issue with his work that his understanding was mainly based on 
archaeological surface surveys and collected ceramic finds. At the time he was 
working published information on ceramic finds was very limited. His study was 
based on a qualitative approach to re-building the trade history between China and 
the Indian Ocean. There were no systematic archaeological observations to allow a 
unified classification of Chinese ceramic findings in his ceramic collections and this 
prevented him from discerning many of the finer details of chronology and regional 
patterning that exist in the material.  
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3.3.2 Axelle Rougeulle and trade patterns in the western Indian Ocean  
  A milestone in the understanding of the Chinese ceramic trade in the western 
Indian Ocean was achieved by Axelle Rougeulle (1996). Mainly based on the 
archaeological evidence unearthed in the western Indian Ocean during the second 
half of the 20th century, she explored change in western Indian Ocean ceramic trade 
during the 8th to 14th centuries. Using very limited quantitative datasets that she 
collected herself, an archaeological outline of these trade patterns was presented in 
which she argued that private merchants from the Persian Gulf extended their trading 
networks to the Red Sea, East Africa and China. However, during the following two 
centuries trade routes changed from the Gulf to the Red Sea following the rise of the 
Qays, Hormuz and Egypt. In the 13th to the 14th centuries, the rise of Hormuz played 
an important role in the Indian Ocean, while the Red Sea network expanded to East 
Africa (Rougeulle 1996). 
  This excellent study by Rougeulle resulted in a good understanding of the western 
Indian Ocean trade as an overall pattern. But, as she noted, quantitative studies on the 
Indian Ocean trade were difficult without a precise and standardised classification of 
ceramics and more accurate archaeological datasets (Rougeulle 1996:176), despite 
her collecting and listing the most important archaeological missions and collections 
in the Gulf, Red Sea and East Africa. Moreover, in her work she placed less emphasis 
on understanding the Indian, Mongolian and Chinese historical 
background/archaeological evidence. This is a weakness, as these Asian powers were 
obviously very important in Indian Ocean trading. Most important though, is that 
each of the published reports that Rougeulle used classified the ceramics in a slightly 
different way making comparisons between sites and regions difficult.  
3.3.3 Mark Horton, Derek Kennet and their quantified studies 
  Ceramic finds from Shanga and Ras al-Khaimah have provided an ideal 
opportunity for studying the development of trade in the western Indian Ocean as 
they are strongly relevant to the Oman Peninsula, Eastern Arabia, coastal Southern 
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Iran and East Africa. These studies are based on well quantified assemblages from 
Kush, al-Mataf and Shanga along with well stratified information, and a more or less 
unified classification system using a system of ceramic ‘classes’ which includes 
Islamic, Chinese and other ceramics (Horton et al. 1996, Kennet 2004). In Kennet’s 
work a total of 106 classes are described, with nearly 30 classes of Chinese ceramics 
being distinguished and defined with the help of Regina Krahl (Kennet 2004:60-70). 
Although many sites were covered in Kennet’s study, his classification system was 
intended to be used as a method for identifying and dating ceramic finds from across 
a large area of the western Indian Ocean in a standardised and comparable way that 
would allow direct quantified comparisons to be made between sites and between 
different regions.  
  Mark Horton provided one of the earliest attempts at a quantified analysis based on 
the archaeological finds from Shanga (Horton et al. 1996). This profoundly 
influenced the understanding of western Indian trade patterns, in East Africa. The 
contribution of Kennet’s work is obviously important as it provides a classification 
system for a wider area which was used to understand the development of Indian 
Ocean trade using quantitative studies.  
  However, in terms of Chinese ceramic classes, neither of these studies created a 
systematic, comprehensive and well-defined classification based on a solid 
knowledge of Chinese ceramic history and archaeology. Although a large number of 
kilns with low-quality trade ceramics have been unearthed and excavated in China, a 
lack of published studies which are accessible to an English-speaking academic 
audience means that the results of this work has not yet been fully incorporated into 
the study of trade ceramics in the western Indian Ocean. 
 
3.3.4 Andrew Williamson and archaeological surveys of the Gulf 
Using simple equipment and working on his own, Andrew George Williamson 
undertook one of the most extensive and ambitious modern archaeological surveys in 
the Gulf. Chinese ceramic material in the Williamson collection was assembled 
	123		
during this programme of excavations and surface surveys of approximately 900 
archaeological sites in southern and south-eastern Iran between September 1968 and 
April 1971 (Priestman 2005:1). The collection includes over 19,000 ceramic sherds, 
around 3,500 of which were imports from the Far East (Priestman and Kennet 2002, 
Kennet et al. 2011:447-449). The untimely death of Williamson in 1975 when he was 
working in Oman prevented his research from being completed. Further work on the 
massive scope and potential of Williamson’s research was continued by Seth 
Priestman in 2005. 
  Priestman has classified of all the ceramic material and built a database recording 
all material information, which enables further analysis on the themes of the sites and 
distribution of the ceramics in the Williamson Collections Project possible (Priestman 
2005:134). His work is starting point for understanding the long-term regional 
patterns of development in the Gulf. In terms of Chinese ceramic classes, Priestman 
has mainly followed Kennet’s methodology and classification with further 
improvements and a more detailed classification by Regina Krahl. However, similar 
to Kennet, despite the value of this work, Priestman has failed to present the steady 
development of Chinese ceramic finds from the Gulf based on Chinese ceramic 
archaeology and the definition and dating of the classes that he presents is often not 
clear enough and is not closely enough linked to the published Chinese dating 
evidence. Too often the datings and classifications are ‘impressionistic’ and are based 
on the opinions of a single expert or scholar (in this case Krahl) using terms and class 
names that are not standardised, meaning that it is impossible to challenge or revise 
the findings. 
 
3.4 Questions raised in this chapter and data collection 
  Although it is important to see the obvious contributions from case studies or 
in-depth studies of individual sites in the western Indian Ocean and the unearthed 
sherds of Chinese ceramics (e. g. Morgan 1991, Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens 2003, Liu et al. 
	124		
2012, Lin and Zhang 2015), there is an increasing and obvious need to establish the 
general pattern of Chinese ceramic trade in the western Indian Ocean over an 
extended period of time. According to previous reviews of Chinese trade ceramics, a 
theoretical development of the understanding of the larger pattern of trade ceramics 
can be deduced, from surface-surveys and historical-record based studies, such as 
those by Mikami and Williamson (Mikami 1969, Williamson 1973), and the 
quantified-sequence and classification based studies, such as those by Kennet and 
Priestman (Kennet 2004, Priestman 2005).  
  As mentioned previously, Rougeulle noted the importance of larger patterns using 
quantified datasets; however, she was unable to develop this line of investigation 
much further as her database was limited and she lacked detailed and accurate 
information for each site. In contrast, Kennet and Priestman began to establish a 
better-defined, standardised and more accurate database of ceramic finds in the Gulf 
based on Kush materials and the Williamson Collection, although their datasets did 
not cover the wider area of the overall pattern of the western Indian Ocean. In 
addition, in terms of Chinese ceramics their understanding of Chinese ceramic history 
and archaeology is quite limited and their ability to link their findings to the latest 
published evidence from China is really non-existent. 
 
3.4.1 Questions raised in this chapter 
Based on these previous studies, it can be seen that there are still significant barriers 
to a comprehensive and large-scale review of the development of Chinese trade 
ceramics in the western Indian Ocean. Due to varying systems of classification and 
terminologies the published list of Chinese ceramics cannot yet be unified into a 
dataset that will allow summary statistical analysis to be done. It is therefore 
important now to determine a strategy for future studies: which is more 
comprehensive, more detailed and which is more closely linked to published 
evidence from China itself. The aim is to provide a more detailed and systematic 
dataset on Chinese ceramic finds from the western Indian Ocean. 
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  However, before a broader study can go ahead, a unified classification system is 
needed as a chronological and geographical framework. Although all scholars 
working in the region have their own systems, there is clearly a good deal of variation 
between the views of one expert and the next. No one has yet attempted to create and 
publish such a classification (see Chapter 4) and it is increasingly clear that a lack of 
such a classification is a major impediment to further progress. This chapter therefore 
aims to take the first steps towards addressing this problem, initially by collecting a 
dataset in order to determine precisely what classes of Chinese ceramics were traded 
in the Indian Ocean.  
  This aim of this chapter to undertake the preparation for creating a unified 
classification system linked to the understanding of the Chinese ceramic industrial 
history presented in Chapter 2.  
 
3.4.2 Data collection 
  The dataset used in this chapter comes for the most part from a re-examination of 
surveyed/excavated archaeological material from the western Indian Ocean coasts, 
most of which have been previously published (see references listed in Appendix 3). 
In addition, some excavated materials are included that were inspected by the author, 
such as Sanjan (Nanji 2011) and Pattanam in India, Mantai materials from Sri Lanka, 
the Siraf and Williamson collections from Iran, and other materials kindly provided 
by other archaeologists, such as Laurence Smith (University of Cambridge), the 
Suakin collection from Sudan (Mallinson et al. 2009), Lefrancq Coline (Universite 
Libre de Bruxelles) and the Mahasthangarh collection (see detailed information of 
these collections in Dataset 3: sites 1, 34, 35, 39, 54 and 103). The core of the dataset 
comes from the Williamson Collection Project.  
  The Far Eastern pottery in the Williamson Collection was collected from 215 sites 
from coastal Iran and includes about 3,500 sherds. These sites have been divided into 
six areas within this dataset, based on Priestman’s study (Priestman and Kennet 2002, 
Priestman 2005:134-145). Shown on Map 3.1, these six areas are: Hormuz Island 
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(AA: sherds numbered with ‘AA’, the site code in the Williamson Collection), Minab 
area (K), Kish Island (AE), Southern Iran (A, B, D, F and J), Bushier (H) and Jask 
area (L8) (Priestman 2005) (see detailed information of these collections in Dataset 3: 
sites 52, 53, 55, 65, 123 and 124). The Southern Iran area includes some surface 
surveyed Chinese ceramic sherds from Siraf but these are different to the Siraf 
excavation by David Whitehouse (Whitehouse 1968, 1969, 1970, 1971, 1972b, 
1974). 
 
Map 3.1: Sketch map of the sites in the Williamson Collection 
Source: (Priestman 2005:46) 
 
  In total, including the sites that were inspected by author, this chapter assembles 
data from 129 archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean (Table 3.2). Over 
30,000 Chinese trade ceramic sherds can be classified into 577 groups in 13 different 
classes (Table 3.4 and Dataset 3). In order to show the information from these sites 
clearly, it has been summarised in the form of tables and listed in Dataset 3 in 
Appendix 3. Table 3.3 shows an example of some sites (Mahasthangarh in 
Bangladesh, Tughlaq Palace and Kilakkarai in India) which are listed in Dataset 3. As 
is shown, there are two parts to the data presentation: the upper part provides 
information such as ‘Site Type’ (inland site or coastal site), ‘Location’ (city locations 
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of these sites), ‘Published Photos’ (photos of Chinese ceramic finds), 
‘Excavation/Survey’ (the type of archaeological research), ‘Site Dating’ (reported 
dating periods of these sites) and ‘References’. The lower part, which is entitled 
‘Unearthed Chinese Ceramics’ shows the unearthed Chinese ceramic finds, which 
includes the ‘Class’ (reported ceramic classes by ceramic appearances), ‘Kiln Site’ 
(possible producers of this ceramic assemblage), ‘Quantity’ (how many sherds in the 
assemblage), ‘Quality’ (ceramic fabrics: e.g. pottery, stoneware or porcelain) and 
‘Ceramic Dating’ (possible dating periods of this ceramic assemblage). In this 
information, the definitions of ‘class’ are based on the information given in the 
published archaeological reports. 
 
3.4.3 Exploratory statistical analysis (presented in Tables 6.7 to 6.11) 
  Based on the suggested dating information of these Chinese ceramic assemblages 
from Dataset 3 and the historical review of Chinese ceramic industries (Chapter 2), 
all these collected Chinese trade ceramic sherds can be divided to follow five periods 
(the Period 6 is excluded, due to the research scope of this thesis). 
Period 1 = the 8th to 10th centuries (approx. Tang and Five Dynasties period)  
Period 2 = the 11th to 13th centuries (approx. Song dynasty)  
Period 3 = the 14th century (approx. Yuan period)  
Period 4 = the 15th century (approx. the early Ming dynasty)  
Period 5 = the 16th to 17th centuries (approx. the late Ming dynasty) 
Period 6 (excluded) = the 17th century and after (approx. Qing dynasty) 
 
  It should be noted that these five periods have to follow the chronology of the 
development of Chinese ceramic industries. For example, as discussed in Chapter 2, 
Chinese ceramic finds dated to about the middle and late Tang period (the 8th to 9th 
centuries and in many cases including the 10th century) cannot be further grouped to 
the 8th or the 9th century. Similarly, in Period 2 (11th to 13th centuries) some low 
quality trade ceramics produced in Guangdong and Fujian cannot be accurately dated 
to Northern Song (960-1127 AD) or Southern Song (1127-1274 AD) periods, or to 
the 11th, 12th or 13th centuries.  
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Table 3.2: List of Sites within Dataset 3 (see their locations in Map 1.2 and detailed information and references in Appendix 3). 
Site 1: Mahasthangarh, Bangladesh Site 27: Kulasekarapattinam, India Site 53: Hormuz, Iran Site 79: Sohar, Oman Site 105: Mnarani, Kenya 
Site 2: Tughlaq, India Site 28: Kunnattur, India  Site 54: Siraf, Iran Site 80: Rustaq, Oman Site 106: Kinuni, Kenya 
Site 3: Kilakkarai, India Site 29: Pondicherry, India Site 55: Bushier, Iran Site 81: Wadi Maqaqah, Oman Site 107: Kilepwa, Kenya 
Site 4: Periyapattinam, India Site 30: Velur, India Site 56: A’ali, Bahrain Site 82: Aqaba, Jordan Site 108: Kilwa, Tanzania 
Site 5: Palaya-Kayal, India Site 31: Golkonda, India Site 57: Bahrain Survey, Bahrain Site 83: Athar, Saudi Arab Site 109: Mombasa, Kenya 
Site 6: Arikamedu, India Site 32: Sadras, India Site 58: al-Huwailah, Qatar Site 84: al-Sharjah, Saudi Arab Site 110: Shanga, Kenya 
Site 7: Gangaikondacholapuram, India Site 33: Anjengo, India Site 59: Yusufiyah, Qatar Site 85: Sirrin, Saudi Arab Site 111: Gedi, Kenya 
Site 8: Darasuram, India Site 34: Sanjan, India Site 60: al-Furaihah (II), Qatar Site 86: al-Mabiyat, Saudi Arab Site 112: Manda, Kenya 
Site 9: Settur, India Site 35: Pattanam, India Site 61: al-Zubarah, Qatar Site 87: Najran, Saudi Arab Site 113: Unguja Ukuu, Tanzania 
Site 10: Vellore Fort Site 36: Old Goa, India Site 62: al-Na’man, Qatar Site 88: Bar Antar, Saudi Arab Site 114: Jongowe, Tanzania 
Site 11: Kannur, India Site 37: Vadodara, India Site 63: Bir Zekrit, Qatar Site 89: al-Jar, Saudi Arab Site 115: Mkokotoni, Tanzania 
Site 12: Dharmadam, India Site 38: Manikapatana, India Site 64: Ras Uwainat Ali Dis, Qatar Site 90: Aynunah, Saudi Arab Site 116: Zanzibar town, Tanzania 
Site 13: Mahe, India Site 39: Mantai, Sri Lanka Site 65: Kush, UAE Site 91: Abyan, Yemen Site 117: Fukuchani, Tanzania 
Site 14: Quilandi, India Site 40: Polonnaruwa, Sri Lanka Site 66: Area 74, UAE Site 92: Ahwar, Yemen Site 118: Kizimkazi, Tanzania 
Site 15: Ponnani, India Site 41: Panduwasnuvara, Sri Lanka Site 67: Khatt, UAE Site 93: al-Shihr, Yemen Site 119: Ras Mkumbuu, Tanzania 
Site 16: Kodungallur, India Site 42: Dedigama, Sri Lanka Site 68: al-Mataf, UAE Site 94: Sharmah, Yemen Site 120: Mtambwe Mkuu, Tanzania 
Site 17: Pandalayini, India Site 43: Allaippiddi, Sri Lanka Site 69: Julfar, UAE Site 95: al-Qisha, Yemen Site 121: Nkia wa Ngombe, Tanzania 
Site 18: Kollam, India Site 44: Vankalai, Sri Lanka  Site 70: Hulaylah, UAE Site 96: al-Qaraw, Yemen Site 122: Mapungubwe Hill, Southern Africa 
Site 19: Tangasseri, India Site 45: Yapahuwa, Sri Lanka Site 71: Did Diddah, Oman Site 97: Kish Island, Iran Site 123: Southern Iran Coast, Iran 
Site 20: Calicut, India Site 46: Nilaveli, Sri Lanka Site 72: Mukhi, Oman Site 98: Habil, Yemen Site 124: Jask, Iran 
Site 21: Machilipatnam, India Site 47: Galle Harbour, Sri Lanka Site 73: al-Balid, Oman Site 99: Kawd am-Saila, Yemen Site 125: Sofala, Mozambique 
Site 22: Motupalli, India Site 48: Anuradhapura, Sri Lanka Site 74: Bukha, Oman Site 100: Zabid, Yemen Site 126: al-Nudud, UAE 
Site 23: Kottapatnam, India Site 49: Sigiriya, Sri Lanka Site 75: Sayl al Asfal, Oman Site 101: Fustat, Egypt Site 127: Aydhab, Egypt/Sudan 
Site 24: Pulicat, India Site 50: Male, Maldives Site 76: Ra’s Sheikh Mas’ud, Oman Site 102: Quseir, Egypt Site 128: Qal’at al-Bahrain, Bahrain 
Site 25: Nagapattinam, India Site 51: Banbhore, Pakistan Site 77: Ghubbat Dabshun, Oman Site 103: Suakin, Sudan Site 129: Bilad al-Qadim, Bahrain 
Site 26: Devipattinam, India Site 52: Minab, Iran Site 78: Wadi Shariyah, Oman Site 104: Manekweni, Mozambique  
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Table 3.3An example of three sites listed in Dataset 3 (Appendix 3) 
Site 1: Mahasthangarh, Bangladesh 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site - True Excavation Pre-History to 18th Centuries Unpublished: Author’s data 
Site 1: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Enamelled JDZ (Jingdezhen) 4 Porcelain 16th Century 
17 
Blue and White JDZ 3 Porcelain 16th to 17th Century 
Celadon LQ (Longquan) 9 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White DH? (Dehua) 1 Porcelain 16th to17th Centuries 
Site 2: Tughlaq Palace, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site Delhi True Excavation Historical Texts (1354-1398) (Smart 1977) 
Site 2: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 67 Porcelain 
14th Century 72 
Celadon LQ 5 Stoneware 
Site 3: Kilakkarai, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Tamilnadu False ? 14th Century (Subbarayalu 1996) 
Site 3: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
? ? A few ? 14th Century ? 
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  Following this division of Dataset 3, among these 577 assemblages 531 are divided 
into these six periods (including the period after 17th century) by their ceramic dating 
provided by these archaeological reports or examined by author. The rest are the 
undateable group. Excluding the Period 6 (out of the scope of this thesis), each period 
has the divided data that is sub-divided by site locations. And sherd numbers 
produced by these sites will be counted.  
  In order to present the information of each period, Tables 6.7 to 6.11 in Appendix 5 
have been made and following the arrangement from Period 1 to Period 5. Each table 
shows the summary statistics of sherd numbers in terms of different traded ceramic 
classes (based on ceramic appearance) and producer (possible original manufacturing 
kiln in China) (see the analyses and disccusions in following sections below). The list 
of traded Chinese ceramic classes is as follows (Table 3.4, see their definitions in 
Chapter 4 according the index in Table 4.2): 
 
Table 3.4: The list of traded Chinese ceramic classes. 
Ceramic Classes Names in Dataset 3 Code names in classification 
Blue and white ceramics CBW Blue and white complex 
Brown glazed wares Transport containers T/C Jars complex 
Celadon wares Celadon Celadon complex 
Enamelled porcelain wares Enamelled Exclude in this classification7 
Underglazed polychrome wares Polychrome CSPW, GDPW 
Qingbai wares QB Qingbai Complex 
Shufu milky white porcelains SF JDZSF 
White stonewares White White Camplex 
Sancai polychrome wares Polychrome GXPC 
Green splashed wares GS GXPC 
Black wares Black JYBW, CZBWW 
Copper red porcelains CR JDZCWP 
Un-identified classes UI - 
 
 
 																																																								7 Enamelled porcelain refers to the high-fired white porcelain painted with the red and green enamels 
that have been low temperature fired again. This class is excluded in Chapter 4 due to the study time 
scope of this thesis.	 	
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3.4.4 Limitations of this dataset collection 
  In Dataset 3, the problems with some data are very obvious mainly due to missing 
details in the publications (Zhang 2012, Power 2015). However, approximately 66% 
of the data is reported in detail, indicating that it has been well recorded. About 20% 
of the values are poorly reported, for example, in the terms of ‘ceramic class’, a lot of 
assemblages are reported as ‘unsure’, which means that they cannot be well classified, 
in particular among the white stoneware class or the Qingbai class. Similarly, in terms 
of ‘assemblage quantity’, it can be seen that there are many poorly reported numbers. 
For example, some reports are using the terms, such as ‘about 800’, ‘many’, ‘less 
than’, ‘more than’, ‘sizeable’, ‘small quantity’, and so forth.  
  Therefore, the limitation of this exploratory dataset analysis is clear, and without 
further research to collect more accurate and detailed information of the unearthed 
ceramics and without further archaeological missions, this method does contain some 
limitations and potential inaccuracies. 
 
3.5 Exploratory analysis of Dataset 3: Changing of Ceramic Classes. 
  The following section of this chapter aims to introduce a summary review of the 
collected information of Chinese ceramic exports in the western Indian Ocean based 
on Dataset 3 and attempts to set out a preliminary overview of the development of 
ceramic trade from the 8th to the 17th centuries. It is based on the classification system 
that is set out in Chapter 4 where detailed definitions and descriptions of each of the 
classes will be found. 
  Based on Dataset 3 and Tables 6.7 to 6.11 in Appendices, Table 3.5 and Figure 3.7 
provide a general summary of the changing trends of Chinese ceramic findings in the 
western Indian Ocean from period to period, in terms of ‘sherd number’, ‘site number’ 
and ‘class number’.  
 
 
Table 3.5: General Summary Statistics of Chinese Ceramic Findings in the Western Indian Ocean 
from the 8th to 17th centuries. 
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This general summary is based on Dataset 3 and Tables 6.7 to 6.11 in Appendces. This table presents 
the information (numbers of sherds, site and classr) collected in Dataset 3 from 8th to the 19th centuries. 
‘Sherd number’ shows how many Chinese ceramic sherds have been discovered in each period; ‘site 
number’ shows how many archaeological sites with Chinese ceramic materials; and ‘class number’ 
shows how many classes have been identified according to the definitions in section 3.4.3. Class 
number excludes unidentified classes (UI). 
 
Period 8th to 10th 11th to 13th 14th 15th 16th to 17th 17th to 19th 
No. of sherds 3,479 2,487 9,552 1,089 4,782 6,528 
No.of sites 26 37 81 17 48 34 
No.of classes 7 7 8 6 6 6 
 
From Table 3.5 and Figure 3.7-1, it can be seen that there appears to have been a 
decline in the 11th to 13th centuries in the quantity of sherds. The sherd number 
reduced from about 3,500 to 2,500. In the 14th century, a great increase in sherd 
numbers is noted up to over 9,000. The following century, there was again a decline 
and only about 1,000 sherd were reported. The sherd number did not reach its former 
level until the 16th century.  
  Table 3.5 and Figure 3.7-2 show that the numbers of archaeological sites with 
Chinese ceramic findings follow a very similar pattern to the sherd numbers. The only 
exception occurred in the period of the 11th to 13th centuries when the number of sites 
increased from 26 to 37. 
  Class numbers do not show a clear change from period to period. There were about 
six to eight classes of Chinese ceramics traded into the western Indian Ocean in each 
period, but it should be noticed that these classes changed from period to period, 
although the class numbers in different periods are similar (Table 3.5 and Figure 3.7-3) 
and the definitions of these classes is somewhat subjective. But still, the 14th century 
reached a peak of the riches of class diversity of Chinese trade ceramics.  
It is therefore reasonable to suggest that, based on a long term and gradual growth 
which continued for over 10 centuries, the 14th century marks a peak of Chinese 
ceramic trade to the western Indian Ocean which then declined sharply in the 15th 
century. Although a big growth of the imports of Chinese trade ceramics can be seen 
during the 16th to 19th centuries, it seems that they did not reach its 14th century level. 
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Figure 3.7-1: Changing quantities of sherds 
 
 
Figure 3.7-2: Changing quantities of sites 
 
 
 Figure 3.7-3: Changing quantities of classs 
Figure 3.7: Three figure to show the information of Table 3.5 (changing quantities of sherds, sites 
and classes).
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  The table and figures appear to show that according to some criteria Chinese 
ceramic trade to the western Indian Ocean reached its peak in the 14th century. 
Following this peak, a very dramatic decline occurred in the 15th century. Of course 
these trends may have been affected by the fact that archaeologists may have chosen 
to excavate at 14th century sites more often than at 15th century and later sites, but 
despite the potential problems with the dataset, this trend cannot be ignored and needs 
to be considered and explained in future research. In order to further explore the 
changing patterns of each period in detail, the following section will focus on these 
periods separately: 
 
3.5.1 The 8th to 10th centuries 
 As Table 6.7 in Appendix 5 shows Chinese ceramics were already widely distributed 
in the western Indian Ocean in the 8th to 10th centuries and this might be related to the 
decline of the traditional Silk Road (Whitehouse and Williamson 1973, Guy 2005, 
Qin 2013, Zhang 2013, Lin and Zhang in press). There are 26 port cities/sites in the 
western Indian Ocean that are represented in Dataset 3. 
 
Table 3.6: Percentages of different Chinese ceramic classes dated to the 8th to 10th centuries, reported 
by the Western Indian Ocean archaeological missions (as percentages of total 3,479 sherds) 
(Based on Table 6.7 in Appendix 5) 
Class Percentage Sherd Counts 
Blue and White Pottery less than 0.1% 1 
Sancai Wares 0.1% 5 
Green Splashed Wares 2.6% 90 
White Stoneware 11.1% 385 
Changsha Polychrome Wares 14.9% 524 
Celadon Wares 18.7% 650 
Dusun Transport wares 52.6% 1,829 
 
  As Table 3.6 shows, 3,479 sherds have been reported at these 26 archaeological 
sites/surveys and seven different classes of Chinese ceramics have been identified, 
based on summary statistics in Table 6.7 (Appendix 5). Table 3.6 shows these seven 
classes and the percentage that they make up of the total number of sherds. The 
amount of blue and white pottery and Sancai wares was very low (only one sherd of 
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blue and white pottery in Siraf had been unambiguously reported among these coastal 
sites), while there is a higher proportion of green splashed wares although still limited 
at 2.5%. The classes of celadon, underglazed polychrome wares and white stonewares, 
each account separately for around 18%, 15% and 11%. The highest proportion of all 
archaeological finds is Dusun type transport ware at 52.6%. They have been identified 
as Guangdong local ceramic wares and some of them might come from southern 
Jiangxi Province (see more discussion in Chapter 4: 4.4.6). 
  From further examination of these ceramic finds, it can be seen that celadon wares, 
underglaze polychrome Changsha wares and Dusun type transport wares have all 
been well identified. It has been reported that the celadon wares mainly consisted of 
Guangdong celadon and Yue celadon, although understanding of the Guangdong 
celadon is limited due to the low amounts identified. However, the green splashed 
wares have a relatively bad identification as in many cases they cannot be easily 
distinguished from Islamic ceramics (Priestman 2005:248, 307-308).  
  The most problematic class is the white stonewares. These have been badly 
identified in publications in many cases. As described in Chapter 2, white stoneware 
producers were widely distributed across northern China, and it is difficult to attribute 
sherds to specific kilns these wares, with a limited number being attributed to Gongyi 
white or Xing white stonewares/porcelain (Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens 1988, Carswell 1996, 
Carswell et al. 2013). It has also been suggested that Ding white stonewares were 
traded in this period; however, they cannot be clearly distinguished (Vainker 
1991:66-68). 
 
3.5.2 The 11th to 13th centuries 
  It is interesting to see the development of Chinese ceramics in the following 
centuries, following the decline of Tang China and the Abbasid Caliphate. As 
described in Chapter 2, whilst some of the kilns important in the Tang period declined, 
such as the kilns at Xing and Changsha, the Yue kilns seem to have increased 
production. These began to play a more important role in the ceramics trade during 
the late 10th to 11th centuries.  
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  Three eastern Indian Ocean shipwrecks have been identified, the Belitung 
shipwreck (Flecker 2001), Intan shipwreck (Flecker 2002) and the Cirebon shipwreck 
(Liebner 2007), and from this very small number a biased picture may result. 
However, it can be seen that not only did the classes of exported ceramics change, but 
also the quantity and proportion of exported Yue celadon wares sharply increased (the 
proportion of exported celadon wares increased from 18.7% in the last period to 
47.4%, see Table 3.8).  
  There must have been strong and stable development at the Yue kilns to support 
this change, although according to the current archaeological excavations at the Yue 
kilns there is no evidence of a significant growth in the industrial scale 
(ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002). However, over 300,000 sherds of Yue celadon were 
recovered, for example from the Cirebon shipwreck, (Tirtamarta 2007). 
  Although these three shipwrecks provide some useful hints for understanding 
Chinese ceramic trade patterns in the western Indian Ocean, there are too few of them 
to provide an overall and reliable picture. Therefore it is sensible to examine changes 
in ceramic sherd numbers and classes from the archaeological sites included in 
Dataset 3 to try to help reveal a clearer picture. Table 6.8 in Appendix 5 shows, 37 
sites date to the 11th to 13th centuries in the western Indian Ocean and these have 
yielded about 2,487 sherds, although nearly 80% of these come from Fustat (Site 101) 
in Egypt (39.1%) and Sharmah in Yemen (Site 94) (39.8%).  
Table 3.7: Ceramic classes reported from shipwrecks. 
Source: (Krahl et al. 2010, Flecker 2001, 2002, Tirtamarta 2007, Qin and Gu 2007, Qin 2008, Shen 
2008, Munoz 2006, Liebner 2007) 
Shipwrecks  
Dating 
Location 
Belitung  
Early 9th cent. 
Belitung Island, Indonesia 
Intan  
Middle to late 10th cent. 
Java Sea 
Cirebon  
Late 10th cent. 
Java Sea 
Reported Ceramic 
Classes 
Xing/Ding White, Yue/Yue Type Celadon, White, 
Yue Celadon, Ding/Xing/Cizhou white, Qingbai? 
Changsha Polychrome, Jingdezhen Qingbai, 
 
Gongxian GS/White, Guangdong/Dusun Jars. 
 
Guangdong Celadon, 
  
Dusun Jars. 
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  Comparison of Table 3.7 and 3.8 shows the different classes of traded Chinese 
ceramics in comparison with the classes identified in the 9th to 10th centuries. It can be 
seen that Sancai wares, green splashed wares, blue and white potteries and Changsha 
polychrome wares had all stopped being exported by this time. Meanwhile new 
classes, such as Qingbai wares, black wares and Cizhou wares had begun to be 
exported to the western Indian Ocean. Yue celadon and Ding white stonewares 
continued to be exported (Table 3.8 and Table 6.8 in Appendix 5).  
 
Figure 3.8: Percentage of Yue Celadon from Shipwrecks.  
(Belitung= approx. 0.3%, Intan=approx. 25%, Cirebon= approx. 60%) 
Source: (Flecker 2001, 2002, Munoz 2006, Tirtamarta 2007, Liebner 2007, Qin and Gu 2007, Qin 
2008, Shen 2008, Krahl et al. 2010) 
 
Table 3.8: Percentages of different Chinese ceramic classes dated to the 11th to 13th centuries, 
reported by the Western Indian Ocean archaeological missions.  
(As percentages of total 2,487 sherds) (Based on Table 6.8 in Appendix 5) 
Class Percentage Sherd Counts 
Polychrome Wares 1.6% 40 
Black Wares 1.6% 41 
Cizhou Wares  0.2% 6 
MTB/Dusun Transport wares 0.3% 7 
White 10.4% 259 
Qingbai 38.3% 953 
Celadon 47.4% 1,178 
Un-identified 0.1% 3 
0.00%10.00%
20.00%30.00%
40.00%50.00%
60.00%70.00%
Belitung Intan Cirebonthe	early	9th	cent. middle	to	late	10th	cent. the	late	10th	cent.
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  According to Table 6.8 in Appendix 5, it can be seen that white stonewares 
constitute most of the Fustat finds. However, it should be noted that classes of 
Chinese ceramics, especially Xing white stonewares/white stonewares in the 9th to 
12th centuries are poorly reported, with uncertain results for ceramic dating, 
identification and quantification (e.g. Yuba 2014:4). In general, it can be seen that the 
celadon wares are the most frequent Chinese ceramic finds in the western Indian 
Ocean, followed by Qingbai wares and white stonewares. This is different to the 
ceramic class pattern during the previous period (8th to 10th centuries), when white, 
celadon and polychrome classes were approximately equally represented.  
  Without information on the manufacturing kilns for these classes the understanding 
of the transport wares (MTB and Dusun) is very limited, as shown in Table 6.8. This 
is because the term ‘brown glazed jars’ refers to a class of transport containers, 
traditionally classified as either Dusun jars or Martabani jars. These cannot be traced 
back to their original kilns somewhere in southern China due to the limited 
understanding of rough quality ceramic wares produced in this region, especially in 
the provinces of Guangdong and Fujian (see Chapter 4: Transport Jar/Containers). 
 
3.5.3 The Chinese Traded Ceramic Classes in the 14th Century 
  Some clues concerning Chinese trade ceramics in the late 13th to the 14th century 
are clearly shown by shipwrecks. The Sinan shipwreck, dated to 1323 AD, was a 
Chinese merchant ship voyaging to Japan. It was found near southern Korea and a 
huge number of ceramic finds, metalwork, wooden materials and coins were 
discovered. Over 20,000 pieces of Chinese ceramics were classified as Longquan 
celadon (more than 60%), Jizhou and Qilizhen wares and other Qingbai and celadon 
wares from the Jingdezhen kilns and Guangdong and Fujian local kilns (Kim 
2012:21-25). In comparison with previous shipwrecks, this wreck provides a totally 
different pattern of ceramic classes. At the western end of the Indian Ocean another 
shipwreck in the Red Sea has also been excavated (Carswell 2000:112, 175-191). 
Although the understanding of this wreck is limited, it can be seen that some similar 
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classes, such as Longquan celadon and blue and white porcelain, have also been 
found. 
  In terms of Chinese ceramic finds from sites in the western Indian Ocean in the 14th 
century, there are more than double the number of sites (81) in comparison with 37 in 
the 11th to 13th centuries, and these are shown in Table 6.9 in Appendix 5. And 9, 552 
sherds have been reported from these sites and they have been grouped into eight 
different classes as listed in Table 3.9 and Table 6.9.  
 
Table 3.9: Percentages of different Chinese ceramic classes dated to the 14th century, reported by the 
Western Indian Ocean archaeological missions.  
(As percentages of total 9,552 sherds) (Based on Table 6.9 in Appendix 5) 
 
Class Percentage Sherd Counts 
Blue Glazed Wares less than 0.1% 1 
Polychrome Wares less than 0.1% 5 
Shufu and Qingbai Wares 2.2% 210 
White stonewares 4.6% 438 
Blue and White Porcelain 6.8% 645 
MTB Transport Wares 11.5% 1,102 
Celadon wares 74.7% 7,140 
Un-identified 0.1% 11 
 
  In the 14th century there is a clear change, as Yue celadon was replaced by 
Longquan celadon, although both originate from Zhejiang Province. Longquan 
celadon wares in this period account for more than 74% of all ceramic finds. This is 
similar to the proportion found in the Sinan shipwreck (Kim 2012:21) and it has been 
noted that Longquan celadon played a very important role in the Chinese ceramic 
trade in the Gulf (Morgan 1991:67). Another important new addition is blue and white 
porcelain manufactured at the Jingdezhen kilns in Jiangxi Province in southern China. 
Although the blue and white porcelain was only produced in China in the 14th century 
under the rule of the Yuan dynasty, these goods were traded/sent to the Indian Ocean 
in a certain quantities (6.8%, see Table 3.9) as famed commodities and diplomatic 
gifts (SHBWG 2012:41-45, 51-53). In comparison with the previous period, the 
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percentage of white and Qingbai wares had dramatically declined, while Shufu 
porcelain, red and white porcelain made in Jingdezhen, and Cizhou-sgraffiato ceramic 
wares have been found in very limited numbers. 
  Table 6.9 in Appendix 5 also reveals that the identification of Chinese ceramic 
finds in the 14th century is much better, especially for blue and white porcelain and 
Longquan celadon wares. However, the reason for this may be that archaeologists 
may find it confusing when attempting to distinguish Dehua and Qingbai 
stoneware/porcelain from other white/Qingbai wares manufactured in Fujian or 
Guangdong Provinces. Moulded wares from Dehua have a feature decoration, which 
should be well defined and easily identified, although plain white stonewares from 
Dehua kilns are rather harder to identify (Kennet 2004:63-64). 
 
3.5.4 The 15th Century 
  In terms of trade from Ming China, there is a simpler pattern in the western Indian 
Ocean, as the Ming central court attempted to monopolise both private and official 
trade activities. This occurred just after a short ‘sea ban’ during the reign of Emperor 
Hongwu (T'ien 1981). However, in terms of the trade pattern of Chinese ceramics in 
the western Indian Ocean, it is problematic as the official monopoly and private sea 
ban resulted in the rarity of archaeological materials, in addition to poor identification 
of Chinese ceramics from this period. During Zheng He’s voyages to the western 
Indian Ocean (lasting about 20 years from 1413 to 1433 AD) (Chao 2012:101-Figure 
2), the common quality Chinese ceramics do not yield clear chronological and 
typological changes (e.g. see dating results with 'Late Yuan to Early Ming Period' of 
Chinese ceramic finds, data from Liu et al. 2012:47-49). 
  Therefore, the well-reported Chinese ceramic materials from the 15th century are 
mainly based on higher quality and Imperial-type ceramics and come from the areas 
of Southern Iran, Ras al-Khaimah in the UAE and Hormuz Island in the Gulf 
(Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens 2003, Priestman 2005, Lin and Zhang 2015), together with 
Fustat at the top of the Red Sea (Yuba 2014) and the Gedi Ruins in Kenya (Liu et al. 
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2012). If these sites are excluded, then only a small number of sites have been found 
with Chinese ceramics dating to this period (Table 3.10 and Table 6.10 in Appendix 5) 
and it appears that only Jingdezhen blue and white porcelain and Longquan celadon 
wares were traded. These can be further divided into higher quality ceramics and 
lower quality ceramics (Qin and Liu 2012:20, Lin and Zhang 2015:422-424) (also see 
Chapter 4: classes of LQC & JDZBW). 
Table 3.10: Percentages of different Chinese ceramic classes dated to the 15th century, reported by 
the Western Indian Ocean archaeological missions. 
(As percentages of 1,089 sherds) (Based on Table 6.10 in Appendix 5) 
 
Class Percentage Sherd Counts 
MTB Transport Wares Unknown percentage Unknown Number 
White 0.1% 1 
Copper Red Porcelain 0.1% 1 
Qingbai Wares 0.4% 4 
Blue and White Porcelains 13.8% 150 
Celadon 85.7% 933 
 
3.5.5 Trade after 1500 AD 
  The year 1500 AD is the end point of this thesis, due to the fact that this was when 
European merchants entered the Indian Ocean, and this has been frequently 
investigated, with many noting that this marked the change from caravan trading to 
company trading (Steensgaard 1974, Chaudhuri 1985, Abu-Lughod 1989). 
  In terms of Chinese ceramic trade, after 1500 AD there is a clear pattern that 
Chinese ceramics became more widely traded across the western Indian Ocean, 
although further discussion of the trade routes, merchants or classes of Chinese 
ceramics will not be provided. However, the pattern of the changes from the 14th to 
the 15th century is useful, as this demonstrates how after approximately half a century 
Chinese official expeditions to the western Indian Ocean ceased. Table 3.11 and Table 
6.11 in Appendix 5 show the sharp increase in the number of sites in comparison with 
previous periods and how blue and white porcelain accounts for over 90% of the finds 
at these sites. Based on Dataset 3, other finds include enamelled porcelain wares, 
	142	
white/Qingbai wares and other ceramics, such as Martabani jars, and Longquan 
celadon. 
Table 3.11: Percentages of different Chinese ceramic classes dated to the 16th to 17th centuries, 
reported by the Western Indian Ocean archaeological missions.  
(As percentages of 4,782 sherds) (Based on Table 6.11 in Appendix 5) 
 
Class Percentage Sherd Count 
Qingbai Wares less than 0.1% 1 
Celadon 0.1% 6 
MTB Transport Wares 1.3% 60 
White 0.9% 44 
Enamelled Porcelains 2.1% 99 
Blue and White Porcelains 95.5% 4565 
Un-identified 0.1% 7 
 
3.6 Conclusion of Chapter 3 
  This role of this chapter was to provide the background and context for Chinese 
ceramics imported to the western Indian Ocean based on the classification set out in 
Chapter 4. According to the historical recordings and archaeological findings on the 
topics of Chinese ceramic trades in the western Indian Ocean, an outlined history has 
been initially introduced as a background view. It has been shown that in order to 
provide a reliable description of the trends in ceramic trade, quantitative observations 
are needed. 
  The data shows that the sites can be grouped with summary analyses (Tables 6.7 to 
6.11 in Appendix 5). Available sherd quantities from these sites have been recorded. 
Using the dating evidence and archaeological overviews of the development of 
Chinese ceramic industries (Chapter 2), these Chinese ceramic findings in Dataset 3 
have been standardised and grouped. It can be seen that quantitative exploration of 
these assemblages begins to give a clearer insight into the changing trends of Chinese 
ceramic classes in the western Indian Ocean from the 8th to 16th centuries. These 
datings, groupings and analyses of Chines trade ceramics are both based on and 
applicable to the classification set out in the next chapter, and appear to suggest that 
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the changing trends of Chinese ceramics have divided the Chinese traded ceramic 
history to the western Indian Ocean to four different periods, during the age from the 
6th to 15th centuries.  
  Period 1 from about the 8th to the 10th centuries. This is the earliest period that 
Chinese ceramics were traded to the western Indian Ocean on a large scale. They 
cover most of China but the major part came from the Guangdong province. The 
majority of Chinese traded ceramic wares are the Dusun glazed wares, which were 
used for transporting other goods. The celadon wares, white stonewares and 
polychrome wares were found in equal quantities and it can be seen that northern 
Chinese ceramics made up a lower proportion, probably due to long transport 
distance. 
  Period 2 in about the 11th to 13th centuries. This is the second period of Chinese 
ceramic trading history, with changes of decreased sherd quantities and increased site 
numbers in littoral areas in the western Indian Ocean. In this period, the changes of 
traded ceramic classes are sharp and this can be attributed to the changes in the 
Chinese ceramic industry as set out in Chapter 2. It can be seen that the export of 
Changsha polychrome wares, Xing white stoneware/porcelain and Gongxian kiln 
productions stopped. The rise of Yue celadon wares and newly invented Qingbai 
stonewares was significant. However, the poor identification and reports of Qingbai 
wares, in particular of the non-Jingdezhen made Qingbai stonewares, provide 
difficulties in dating and attributing sherds from this period. Although the ceramic 
industries in China during to this period changed and the Guangdong based ceramic 
industry shifted to Fujian province by about the 12th century, this is not supported by 
paralleled ceramic findings in the western Indian Ocean. This is a very important 
point and presents us with a question that is worth further study with more and clearer 
archaeological missions and works in both China and the western Indian Ocean. 
  Period 3 in about the 14th century. This period shows changes from many 
perspectives. In terms of both sherd quantities and site numbers, this period 
represented the peak showing that the Chinese ceramic trades had developed much 
further. New classes were introduced, such as the Longquan celadon, Jingdezhen blue 
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and white porcelains, and Shufu porcelains. The Qingbai stonewares and Yue celadon 
wares declined sharply. One point of special note is the growth of Longquan celadon 
imports which represent nearly 80% of all ceramic findings from over 70 sites in the 
western Indian Ocean. The Longquan kilns in China at the same time saw a 
development in terms of industrial scale. This might be part of the reason for this 
large import of Longquan celadon to the western Indian Ocean in the 14th century. 
  Period 4 in about the 15th century. This period can be narrowed down to the early 
15th century due to the historical event of Zheng He’s visit to the Indian Ocean. With 
this Chinese official voyage and the imperial monopoly on maritime trade, ceramic 
trading in this period was limited. This can be seen due to the dramatic decline in 
sherd quantity and site numbers. Another piece of evidence to support this and the 
‘Chinese Ming official trade’ is the discovery of the Imperial type of ceramic wares, 
such as Longquan celadon and blue and white porcelains. These classes also featured 
in the traded ceramic class change trend in this period. 
  It is still unclear how many Chinese ceramic findings there are in the western 
Indian Ocean, as well as the quantities at sites, site sizes and other types of sites, such 
as palace sites and inland sites. This is exacerbated by the fact that we are still lacking 
a standardised and systematic classification. However, it provides an initial overview 
analysis with the existing and available data from the western Indian Ocean sites and 
presents a useful picture which confirms and adds significant and comparable detail to 
the generally held views of Chinese ceramic trade during these periods. When this 
analysis is improved through the addition of further published materials, the patterns 
will only become more reliable and clearer. 
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CHAPTER 4: A CLASSIFICATION OF CHINESE 
CERAMICS EXPORTED TO THE WESTERN INDIAN 
OCEAN FROM THE 8TH TO 16TH CENTURIES 
 
4.1 Introduction 
  As mentioned in the introduction to this thesis, the major objectives of this study 
are to re-examine Chinese ceramic production in China and their trade in the western 
Indian Ocean. Based on the overview of Chinese ceramic industries (Chapter 2) and 
Chinese ceramics traded in the western Indian Ocean (Chapter 3), this chapter 
presents a proposed, standardised classification of Chinese trade ceramics found in 
the western Indian Ocean which has been created by revising, joining and further 
improving already existing frameworks, and which is intended to take a first step 
towards standardising the terminology and definitions used by those working in the 
field, particularly those working on fragmentary archaeological assemblages where 
the full shape and design layout of vessels is not always clear from a small sherd and 
where classification therefore has to be based on specific and more easily identifiable 
traits. The need for a holistic classification became apparent from the lack of 
standardised definitions in the recent literature and the difficulty that this presents 
when making comparisons between excavated assemblages from different sites, 
together with a number of issues concerning existing classifications of Chinese 
ceramic. A concerted attempt has also been made to link the proposed classification to 
current published Chinese archaeological literature particularly of kiln excavations 
and tomb assemblages, which provide evidence related to definitions and chronology. 
  The importance of classification for archaeological studies has been noted in the 
introduction to this thesis, and it is one of the most important principles in the 
approaches of archaeology (Childe 1956:12-13, Orton et al. 2010). In addition, the 
study of ceramics as one of the most important artefacts for understanding 
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archaeological chronology, was described, due to ceramic’s ubiquity, durability and 
abundance (Shepard 1956, Orton et al. 2010). 
  As the core of this thesis, this chapter aims to introduce a classification for the 
full-range of ceramic productions traded in the western Indian Ocean area between 
the 8th and the 16th centuries. 
  This chapter has three main sections: the first is a review and critical discussion of 
key existing classifications of Chinese trade ceramics; the next section sets out the 
structure of the classification; and the final section is a classification, definition, 
description and discussion of 41 key classes of Chinese ceramics that were imported 
into the western Indian Ocean region during the period concerned 
 
4.2 Review of key existing classifications of Chinese trade ceramics  
  To date there is no comprehensive and established classification of Chinese 
ceramics that were traded to the Indian Ocean although some attempts to describe and 
analyse Chinese ceramic finds and to develop frameworks have been made. Each of 
these has obvious merits and has contributed to the understanding of Chinese ceramic 
imports; however, without exception, they also have various problems, particularly 
regarding their understanding of Chinese trade ceramics. 
  The first attempt at a comprehensive classification of trade ceramics, including 
Chinese ceramics, was by Robert Fox and his team in 1967 following their 
archaeological missions in Santa Ana and other sites in Luzon in the Philippines. 
They divided their classification of Chinese ceramics traded to the Philippines into 
three stages according to the Chinese dynasties: Tang, Song, and Yuan/early Ming 
(Fox 1967:51-60). Although this classification is not based in the western Indian 
Ocean, its significance should not be overlooked. The disadvantage of the work by 
Fox is that his classification does not provide descriptions of the traded Chinese 
ceramics which allows them to be related reliably to archaeological evidence from 
China. For example, he used term ‘Ying Qing (, shadow blue, a Chinese term of 
Qingbai stoneware)’ ware to refer the Dehua moulded wares (the so-called Marco 
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Polo wares) and linked it to the Dehua kilns () and nearby kiln and workshops. 
He mentioned that it was a kind of common trade ware from China to the Philippines 
(Fox 1967:55) and his observations were correct, however, due to the lack of Chinese 
archaeological investigation of the Dehua kilns, Fox’s description of the ‘Ying Qing’ 
wares was rough, simple and unsystematic.  
  Another classification was developed by Tampoe in 1989 focusing on Siraf, which 
is an important site in the Persian Gulf dating to the early Islamic period from the 7th 
to 16th centuries. Tampoe’s work is the first classification of ceramic materials to 
build a link between the Gulf and China (Tampoe 1989). However, her work is 
problematic due to inaccuracies and poor organisation (Kennet 2004:32). Tampoe did 
not attempt an accurate and reliable classification of the Chinese sherds that she 
encountered and she had no a systematic background knowledge of Chinese ceramic 
manufacturing and history. Tampoe’s classification also fails to provide 
archaeological evidence to support the proposed dating of Chinese ceramics making it 
impossible to check or rely upon her information. 
  A further attempt at a classification of ceramics from China, India and the Near 
East, mainly unearthed from Kush and Julfar in Ras al-Khaimah, was created by 
Kennet in 2004. With help from Regina Krahl, Chinese ceramic finds were identified, 
dated and classified (Kennet 2004:32). Based on Kennet’s classification, in 2005 
Priestman examined the Williamson collections and with help from Regina Krahl, 
further developed the classification scheme, adding more detail and classes 
(Priestman 2005), as well as his recent work of an integrated Indian Ocean Ceramic 
Classification (including Chinese trade ceramics) (Priestman 2013:642-680). 
Although these classification systems cover Chinese trade ceramics from about the 9th 
to 16th centuries the classification has a number of problems and inaccuracies. 
Examples of these are: 1) identifcation mistakes: some Yue celadon sherds have been 
wrongly grouped with the Longquan celadon group; 2) failure to identify place of 
original manufacturer: Dusun and early Dehua Qingbai wares have no information on 
the original kilns in China, the limited Chinese archaeological evidence is linked to 
their classification or the chronologies presented; 3) grouping mistakes: some early 
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Ming Longquan Imperial quality celadon sherds have been classified as late Yuan or 
early Ming ordinary celadon wares. 
  Other classifications have been created separately based on individual 
archaeological sites. The Chinese ceramic classes from Shanga (Horton et al. 1996), 
Mantai (Carswell et al. 2013), Anuradhapura (Coningham et al. 2006) and Sharmah 
(Zhao 2006) all have limitations in their understanding of Chinese ceramic 
archaeology or cannot be linked to other ceramic finds: For example, Carswell’s 
classification does not distinguish clearly between Yue-type celadon wares and Yue 
celadon wares from Mantai. Furthermore, although Bing Zhao’s classification has an 
excellent understanding of Chinese ceramic materials from Sharmah and is well 
linked to Chinese archaeology, it cannot be easily applied to other archaeological sites 
due to the grouping of her classes that focusses only on detailed fabric descriptions 
and features of the sherds. She does not attempt to fit these into a coherent picture of 
the development of the Chinese trade ceramics. 
  In order to illustrate these problems Table 4.1 presents the Chinese ceramic classes 
of these key classifications and a comparison of the classes. The lower part of this 
table shows matched or partly matched classifications. As can be seen, based on the 
descriptions of the classifications, similar classes of Chinese ceramic wares have 
different names. For example, Yue celadon wares are called ‘Yue wares’, ‘YUEC’, 
‘Yue Stoneware’, ‘Yue green ware’ and ‘Yue type celadon’. These names are not 
standardised but can be linked together by their descriptions. Similarly, ‘Dusun 
transport jars’ have been separately called ‘DUSUN’, ‘Dusun Stoneware’, 
‘Olive-green glazed jars’, ‘Coarse grey stoneware’ and ‘Jars’, and whilst the names 
cannot be well linked, the same class of Chinese traded wares is being described. 
However, in the upper part of Table 4.1, it can be seen that many classes cannot be 
linked. This is due to different classes of Chinese ceramics being discovered at 
different individual sites, and some classes, which are in reality the same but have 
been poorly identified due to a lack of a standardised and systematic classification 
system with clear criteria and definitions.
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Table 4.1: Some key classification systems and their classes, matched and unmatched. 
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  A Longquan celadon classification was created by a Japanese scholar, Kamei, who 
focused on Longquan celadon finds from Japan dating to the Chinese Song and Yuan 
periods; it is based on Chinese archaeological evidence (Kamei 1994). His 
chronological classification of Longquan celadon is reliable due to his wide research 
and well-collected information. However, this classification is only for Longquan 
ceramics, which represent only a limited portion of all traded Chinese ceramic wares, 
and is therefore poorly applicable to a long-term and wide-ranging Chinese ceramic 
classification for all trade ceramics. 
  The issues concerning Chinese traded ceramic classification in the western Indian 
Ocean are clear: (1) there are no easily available standardised descriptions and 
definitions of the classes; (2) most of them contain no or few references to the 
Chinese archaeological evidence to support the definitions, identifications and 
chronology; and (3) names and definitions are not always agreed. The classification 
system proposed in this thesis will aim to resolve these problems by setting out a 
comprehensive structure and by linking it to the Chinese literature as closely as 
possible. Of course it would be foolish to imagine that this system is perfect and that 
it will be universally agreed, but it is put forwards as a contribution to a classification 
system that can be used by all archaeologists working in the area. 
 
4.3 Classification structure 
  Chapter 3 presented an overview of Chinese trade ceramics from western Indian 
Ocean archaeological sites dating from the 8th to 16th centuries. It can be seen, based 
on this chapter, that there are six main complexes of different classes of Chinese 
ceramic materials: (1) celadon; (2) Qingbai wares; (3) white stonewares; (4) blue and 
white ceramics; (5) polychrome ceramics; and (6) transport and coarse jars (Chapter 3: 
Table 3.4 and Table 3.9). These classes can be easily and initially grouped based on 
the appearance of the glaze and ceramic fabric qualities. Chapter 2 provided an 
introduction to Chinese ceramic history and industries and provides a general 
background for dating, whilst also introducing the development of Chinese ceramic 
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manufacturing. 
  Based on these two chapters, this chapter presents a classification structure that 
follows Chinese ceramic history and industries, and is based on material from the 
western Indian Ocean. Table 4.2 shows the structure of this classification, arranged 
based on chronological development. The left side shows the Chinese dynastic 
periods and the Anno Domini years and the right side indicates the centuries. In total, 
41 classes of ceramics have been arranged by their glaze appearance and grouped into 
six complexes, as noted above. Information on each complex will be introduced 
separately in Section 4.4.  
  This system consists of a three-tier classification: the term ‘complex’ refers to the 
highest-ranked group of ceramics that share similar glazes; ‘class’ indicates that 
ceramics have similar characteristics, and ‘sub-class’ (such as ‘type’, ‘I-1’ or ‘I-2’) 
means that a ceramic class can be further divided according to chronological changes 
based on Chinese ceramic history and industries.  
 
4.4 Classification of the exported Chinese ceramics in the western Indian Ocean 
As Table 4.2 shows, there are six complexes and 41 classes of Chinese trade ceramics 
and this section aims to introduce these complexes and classes individually. An 
overview of each complex and its development is provided, before introducing each 
class and providing information on relevant publications, fabrics, origins, definitions, 
descriptions, dating evidence, drawings and pictures. 
 
4.4.1 Celadon complex 
  Celadon wares were one of the most popular ceramics produced in China and were 
exported to the western Indian Ocean especially before the 15th century, being later 
replaced by blue and white porcelains.  
	152	
Table 4.2: Structure and Index of Chinese trade ceramic classification. 
Table 4.2-1: Development structure of classification of the exported Chinese ceramics in the Western Indian Ocean 
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Table 4:2-2: Index of ceramic classes used in this study. 
No. Class Code Class Name No. Class Code Class Name 
1 YUEC I Early Yue Celadon 22 DINGW II Ding White Stoneware/Porcelain in Song Dynasty 
2 YUEC I Type Early Yue-type Celadon 23 CW I Early Coarse White Stonewares 
3 YUEC II Yue Celadon in the Five Dynasties and Song Dynasty 24 CW II 
Coarse White Stonewares in Song Dynasty 
4 YUEC II Type Yue-type Celadon in Song Dynasty 25 CW III 
5 TAC Tong'an Celadon 26 GXBW Gongxian Blue and White Stoneware 
6 YZC Yaozhou Celadon 27 JDZBW I-1 
Jingdezhen Yuan Blue and White Porcelain  
7 LQC I Early Longquan Celadon 28 JDZBW 1-2 
8 LQC II Longquan Celadon in Southern Song Dynasty 29 JDZBW II-1 
Jingdezhen Blue and White Porcelain in Early Ming Dynasty 
9 LQC III Longquan Celadon in Yuan Dynasty 30 JDZBW II-2 
10 LQC IV-1 Imperial-type Longquan Celadon in early Ming Dynasty 31 JDZBW III Jingdezhen Blue and White Porcelain in Middle Ming Dynasty 
11 LQC IV-2 Longquan Celadon in Ming Dynasty 32 GXPC Gongxian Polychrome Stoneware 
12 LQC III Type Longquan-type Celadon in Yuan Dynasty 33 CSPW Changsha Polychrome Stoneware 
13 LQC IV Type Longquan-type Celadon in Ming Dynasty 34 JYBW Jianyang Black Stoneware 
14 JDZQB I Jingdezhen Qingbai Porcelain in Northern Song Dynasty 35 GDPW Guangdong Polychrome Stoneware 
15 JDZQB II Jingdezhen Qingbai Porcelain in Southern Song Dynasty 36 CZBWW I Early Cizhou Polychrome Stoneware 
16 JDZQB III Jingdezhen Qingbai Porcelain in Yuan Dynasty 37 CZBWW II Cizhou Polychrome Stoneware in Yuan Dynasty 
17 JDZSF Jingdezhen Shufu Porcelain 38 JDZCWP Jingdezhen Copper Red and White Porcelain 
18 QB I Type Qingbai Stoneware/Porcelain in Song Dynasty 39 Dusun Dusun Transport Stoneware 
19 QB III Type Qingbai Stoneware/Porcelain in Yuan Dynasty 40 MTB I 
Martabani Transport Stoneware 
20 XINGW Xing White Stoneware/Porcelain 41 MTB II 
21 DINGW I Early Ding White Stoneware 
 
    
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  Chapter 2 described how the celadon producers (kilns) were widely distributed 
across both northern and southern China before the 12th century. After this period, 
although production in northern China declined, southern China still mainly produced 
celadon wares until the 15th century and the kilns were centred in Zhejiang and Fujian 
(Figure 2.15). In Chapter 3 it was noted that celadon wares were the second largest 
group of Chinese ceramic finds in the western Indian Ocean, after the blue and white 
ceramics. It can be seen that before the 15th century, celadon wares were one of the 
most popular commodities in the Chinese ceramic trade, especially during the 14th 
century. Imperial quality celadon produced in the Longquan kilns (ÿÉ) has been 
discovered on Hormuz Island in the Gulf (Lin and Zhang 2015) and in Kenya in East 
Africa (Liu et al. 2012, Qin and Liu 2012). This form of high-quality celadon was the 
first to be exported from China and is strongly linked to the voyages of Zheng He 
(Lin and Zhang 2015). 
  In this section on the celadon complex, the main aim is to introduce the key classes 
of celadon production from the 9th to 15th centuries. Through this complex the 
chronological development and changes to the Chinese celadon industry and exports 
can be observed. 
  In total there are 13 classes of celadon wares, and Yue celadon (YUEC) and 
Longquan celadon (LQC) are the two most important classes in this complex. Both of 
these classes are very good quality, with a historically high reputation. Imitations 
based on these two types of high quality celadon wares have long been produced, and 
these have been called ‘Yue celadon type’ (YUEC Type) and ‘Longquan celadon type’ 
(LQC Type). In these imitation classes, Tong’an celadon and Yaozhou celadon was 
also exported to the Gulf, but have rarely been reported in the western Indian Ocean 
(see Appendix 2). This may be due to a failure to identify Tong’an and Yaozhou 
celadon and/or historically they were only rarely traded to the western Indian Ocean. 
  In general, trading of Yue celadon wares mainly occurred in the period from the 9th 
to 12th centuries together with trade of their imitations. The Yue class can be roughly 
divided into two sub-classes, Yue celadon I (YUEC I) which dates to the late Tang 
period (about 9th to early 10th centuries) and Yue celadon II (YUEC II) which dates to 
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the Five Dynasties and Northern Song period (about the middle 10th century to the 
early 12th century). The same pattern occurred for their imitations (YUEC Types I and 
II).  
  Following the Yue classes, Tong’an and Yaozhou celadon wares were exported to 
the western Indian Ocean in very limited quantities. All these early celadon 
productions were gradually replaced by Longquan celadon wares from the 13th 
century onwards.  
  Longquan celadon wares can be divided into five sub-classes according to Chinese 
ceramic archaeology. Early Longquan celadon wares (LQC I) have very rarely been 
reported at western Indian Ocean sites, and this class can be dated to the late 12th to 
early 13th centuries. Increasing quantities of Longquan celadon have been found in the 
western Indian Ocean dating from the late 13th century to 14th century, which consists 
of the classes LQC II and LQC III. In the very late 14th to early 15th centuries, 
Imperial type Longquan celadon (LCQ IV-1) was introduced to the Gulf and East 
Africa, as well as low quality ordinary Longquan celadon wares (LQC IV-2).  
  Together with the large increase in Longquan celadon imports, imitation Longquan 
celadon was produced in the Fujian and Guangdong regions of China. These mainly 
consist of LQC Type III and LQC Type IV, which were mainly imitations of ordinary 
Longquan celadon wares. 
  By the middle/late Ming dynasty (about the 16th century), the Chinese celadon 
industry experienced a rapid decline due to the rise in blue and white porcelain 
manufacturing. Longquan celadon wares were abandoned by trading markets during 
this period. 
 
1. YUEC I (early Yue celadon)  
(cf. ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002, Ren and Xie 2002) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Zhejiang 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 1: 1-12 
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Description 
  At least since the Three Kingdoms period (about the 2nd Century AD), the 
manufacturing of celadon wares has occurred in Zhejiang Province (Zheng 
2009:18-19), which is located in southern coastal of China. One of the highest quality 
celadon productions had been fired in the Yue kilns (âÉ) in the period from the 
Tang to Song dynasty (7th to 12th century), which is located in the Shanglin Lake area 
(ª) between Yuyao (#Oi) and Cixi (y®i) in northern Zhejiang (cf. 
CXSBWG 2002). 
Glaze and body 
Body: Stoneware in greyish white or grey; rarely in yellowish grey. 
Glaze: Thin (about 0.25 mm) (Kerr and Wood 2004:528-529) and evenly applied 
glaze in light green, yellowish green, olive green. 
Shapes  
The shapes of YUEC I mainly consist of bowls, plates, jars, ewers, vases, handle cups 
and teacup supporters. YUEC I celadon bowls have a bi-disc footring on a thick base. 
The bi-disc footring is a short and wide shaped footring and its name comes from 
ancient Chinese Jade Bi (·¹). However, a higher and narrower footring is very 
occasionally observed (Figure 4.1). The proportion of the mouth diameter and height 
is normally 3:1 for bowls, with the body shape normally being short and straight; a 
round shaped body is rare. The shape of the plates is similar to the bowls but flatter, 
and plate products normally also have a bi-disc footring.  
 
Figure 4.1: Bi-disc footring and pine shaped separator marks of YUEC I.  
Source: (Bronson 1996:189, Carswell et al. 2013:CD-CRW_3673) 
		 157	
  Bowl: Short height with straight body, rarely round, a bi-disc footring is common, 
and size is small and common with no large bowls ever found. 
Plate: Short height with a straight body, rarely round, a bi-disc footring is common, 
although a narrower footring has also been found, the size is in small and common, 
with no large plates ever found.  
Decoration  
  A floral rim and wide rim on bowls and plates is commonly found. YUEC I celadon 
wares rarely have decorations, although incised decorations can be found, where a 
pattern of fish or stylised flowers has been outlined using very thin and single incised 
lines (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002).  
Forming and Setting Features  
  Almost of all YUEC I bowls and plates have been wheel turned and well polished. 
Pine-shaped separators were used on the top of the bi-disc footring and marks from 
these can be seen on the top of the footring and sometimes on the inside surface of the 
wares. The number of pine-shaped marks is usually about 6 to 12. 
Dating Evidence 
  Tombs and remains of YUEC I wares date from 668 to 900 AD (ZJSKWWKGYJS 
et al. 2002:374-375). The excavation of the underground palace of Famen Temple ( 
ñ\) in Fufeng County ({ø4) of Shaanxi Province produced 16 pieces of Yue 
celadon wares, including bowls, plates and vases. These wares were coated by a 
yellowish green or green and smooth glaze, and the scars of mud separators can be 
seen on the interiors. Together with these Yue celadon wares, many glasswares and 
ceramics from the Persian Gulf were unearthed and these can be dated to the 9th 
century (Han et al. 1988:26). The underground palace is dated to no later than 874 AD 
(Han et al. 1988:5). Five Yue celadon jars with carved inscriptions were found in the 
Cixi and Yuyao area, which provide a series of absolute dating evidence for Yue 
celadon wares (separately dated to 823 AD, 842 AD, 866 AD, 887 AD and 900 AD) 
(Chen and Yi 1979, ZJBWG 1985, Zhang 1988, Fu and Gu 1990, Xu 1996, 
ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:375). These ewers basically have a similar glaze and 
body to finds of late Tang Yue celadon wares. The Belitung shipwreck also produced 
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a large number of Yue celadon, which has been dated to the 9th century (Flecker 
2001). 
Distribution 
  The distribution of early Yue celadon wares spread widely across the western 
Indian Ocean. According to Table 6.7 in Appendix 5 (column of Celadon: KN 13), 18 
out of 26 sites have produced early Yue celadon sherds. Particularly the sites of 
Mantai, Sri Lanka (Site 39), Siraf, Iran (Site 54), Sohar, Oman (Site 79) and Shanga, 
Kenya (Site 110) have yielded relatively large quantities of an early type of Yue 
celadon wares. Moreover, no more than 10 sherds have been distinguished by author’s 
examination of the Williamson Collection, which are distributed in the south of Iran. 
They were originally classified as Longquan celadon (Priestman 2005:295-299). It 
can therefore be suggested that Yue celadon is a kind of common ceramic commodity 
in the trade from China to the western Indian Ocean in the 8th to 9th centuries. 
 
2. YUEC I Type (early Yue celadon imitations, the sub-class of YUEC I)  
(cf: Gong 1984, Yang 1985, 1994, ZJSBWG 2009) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 1: 14-17 
 
Definition  
  There are many sherds dated to the late Tang period (9th to 10th centuries) that share 
the shape and decorations of Yue celadon (Class YUEC I). In many cases they are 
easy to be distinguish from the Yue celadon, but it is difficult to identify where they 
were originally produced. Possible producers of Yue type celadon wares are listed in 
Table 4.3. These wares basically have a lower quality body and glaze. To some extent, 
they have been regarded as imitations of Yue celadon wares because they have very 
similar shapes, such as the bowls and plates. YUEC I Type wares mainly come from 
kilns located in Zhejiang and Guangdong Provinces. Changsha and Fujian also 
produced these Yue type wares. Wares from part of the kilns in Fujian and in 
Jingdezhen and Anhui provinces will not be introduced in this class due to their 
		 159	
products not having been confirmed as exported to the western Indian Ocean. 
 
Table 4.3: Key producers for YUEC I Type 
Province Producers 
Zhejiang Wu Kilns (PgÉ), Ou Kilns (ºÉ) 
Guangdong Meixian Kilns (4É) 
Hunan Changsha Kilns (ðÉ) 
Fujian Jianyang Niupilun Kilns (µÀFÉ) 
 
Detailed description and dating evidence 
  Detailed descriptions and dating evidence will be separately introduced for the key 
producers of YUEC I type ceramics. 
Meixian celadon wares 
  The Meixian kilns were located in Meixian County in Guangdong Province. 
Various qualities of celadon was produced in the Meixian kilns and this group of 
celadon products are of higher quality, and regarded as imitations of Yue celadon (Qin 
2013:39-40). It should be noted that Meixian celadon may also come from Chaozhou 
kilns (°gÉ), as both were producing high quality celadon in the late Tang period 
(Krahl et al. 2010:194). 
  Meixian celadon wares have a thin and evenly applied greyish green or light green 
glaze, and crackles in the glaze are commonly found. They have been fired at a high 
temperature and the body is therefore very dense and grey or whitish grey in colour, 
although bodies fired at low temperatures can be found. Rare inclusions can be seen 
in the clay using the naked eye.  
  Meixian celadon bowls have a similar shape to Yue celadon bowls (in group CY-1). 
It is highly possible that local kilns in Guangdong were imitating the shapes of the 
high quality ceramics from the Yue and Xing (èÉ) kilns.  
  Like the Yue celadon bowls, the high quality Meixian celadon bowls also in the 
‘Tang style’, with a bi-disc ringfoot on a low and flat base with a short but straight 
body and a contracted rim. A floral rim with four petals is common. Plate products 
also have bi-disc ringfoot, which is low and flat, and the body shape is short and 
straight. Like Yue celadon, only rarely are objects from the Meixian kilns decorated.  
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Dating for Meixian wares 
  No dating evidence has been found from archaeological kiln sites and only limited 
evidence has been discovered from the tomb sites in Guangdong. Six Tang tombs 
were found in 1987 in Meixian County, and whilst no datable tombstone was 
recovered, based on the tomb structure, the tomb numbered Meishe M4, is well 
preserved and provides dating evidence in its small, thin and non-decorated tomb 
bricks that can be attributed to the Tang dynasty (Gu 1987:211-215). ‘Kai Yuan Tong 
Bao (s%æV)’ coins (Kai Yuan, a Tang reign era from 712-742 AD) have also been 
discovered. 
A bowl and a dish found in Meishe M4 are similar to the ceramic finds from another 
tomb in Meixian County unearthed in 1955. This is a dated tomb based on a tomb 
brick with the inscription; ‘Shen Long Yuan Nian’ and dated to 705 AD (Yang 
1956:29-30).  
  Care needs to be taken with the ceramic bowls from these Meixian tombs as they 
are from an earlier age than the high quality celadon in the CDHMX group; their 
bodies are loose, relatively soft, and coated with a thin and transparent yellowish 
green glaze. This is different from late Tang Meixian celadon bowls which have a 
dense body and a green glaze on a bi-disc ringfoot. 
  A set of high quality Meixian celadon was found in the Belitung shipwreck, which  
was dated to the late Tang period based on an inscription on a bronze mirror and other 
datable bowls; therefore, this set of Meixian celadon bowls are thought to be the same 
age (Krahl et al. 2010:35-37).  
Wuzhou and Ou celadon 
  The Wuzhou kilns and Ou kilns are neighbouring kilns of the Yue kilns, and are all 
located in Zhejiang Province. Archaeological research and understanding of these two 
kilns is very limited, but it has been confirmed that both were famous for firing 
celadon and continued to do so into the era of the northern Dynasty (ZJSBWG 
2009:7-9).  
  The author visited Zhejiang Provincial Museum in 2010 to examine the celadon 
sherds found in Zhejiang Province. Some examples of Wuzhou and Ou celadon were 
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studied, and were found to have a very close shape and decorative style to Yue 
celadon. It is difficult to distinguish these sherds from Yue celadon, but they have 
their own fabric features that are helpful for a rough identification. 
  The Ou celadon has a light greyish white body, which is hard, smooth and pure, 
although for some examples the body is light yellowish grey. The glaze is normally a 
lighter greyish green or yellowish green, and looks like it has been unevenly applied. 
The pine-shaped separator marks are grey, whereas Yue celadon marks are normally 
white or yellowish white. Wuzhou celadon has a reddish grey body and the areas 
exposed on the lower part of the wares and on the base has been stained a strong 
red/brown, which may be due to the higher percentage of iron in the clay. The glaze 
normally consists of two colours of reddish or brownish green and greyish green. 
Niupilun Celadon wares 
  Niupilun kilns are located in Jianyang City of Fujian Province but no 
archaeological evidence can support its dating. According to the shapes and 
decoration, the wares look very similar to Yue celadon. Therefore, it is believed that 
its heyday was during the late Tang period into the Five Dynasties era (Fu et al. 
1990:38). Niupilun celadon wares have been high-fired, and have a hard but rough 
body with many small black inclusions, which gives it a coarse feel when touched. 
The glaze is thin and is yellowish green or greyish green. Normally the wares have 
been half glazed on the outside surface. No incised or carved decorations have been 
found, although a floral rim consisting of four petals is common (Fu et al. 1990:37). 
Changsha Celadon wares 
  Less than half of the ceramics produced from the Changsha kilns in Hunan 
Province are monochrome wares, and celadon wares account for approximately 42% 
of all wares produced here (CSYKTZ 1996:26). It should be noted that after about the 
8th century, polychrome underglaze painted wares produced in Changsha kilns became 
popular (CSYKTZ 1996:25), consequently the celadon wares produced here may not 
have been for export.  
  Changsha celadon has a high-fired body, which is greyish white or dark grey. It is 
difficult to standardise the celadon shapes of Changsha wares because they are formed 
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and glazed freely, in comparison to Yue celadon wares. Normally, the wall of the 
bowls or plates is thin but the base is thick. A bi-disc can be found in addition to a low, 
narrower and ex-turned footring. Wares are typically half glazed on the outside 
surface and the glaze runs down to the base, although many examples of fully glazed 
wares can be seen (Zhou 1982, CSYKTZ 1996:510-511). 
 
3. YUEC II (Yue celadon)  
(cf. Ren and Xie 2002, ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Zhejiang 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 2: 1-11 
 
Detailed description 
Glaze and body 
  The body of YUEC II wares is similar to those of YUEC I wares, and are pure, hard 
and grey (Figure 4.2, right). No change occurred to the body mainly because no 
improvements had been made to the clay. However, the technique for making celadon 
and the placing and firing methods were improved in the 10th century. Sealed saggar 
firing was widely applied in the Yue kilns and in many other kilns in China 
(ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:353-361). Yue celadon wares in the Five Dynasties to 
the Northern Song era have a jade-like thin glaze, but because of the uneven 
atmosphere in the kiln this glaze is thin and appears as different colours: yellowish 
green, olive green, bean green, light green and greyish green (Figure 4.2, left) (cf. 
ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002). 
Shapes and decorations 
  Yue celadons produced for export in the Five Dynasties and Northern Song period 
have a higher and thinner footring and the bi-disc footring has been abandoned, which 
makes YUEC II wares easily distinguishable from YUEC I ware (Figure 4.3). In the 
YUEC II class the shape of the bowls is much higher and the body is turned, although 
examples of a straight body can also be found. The proportion of the mouth to height 
has changed to be 2:1 and floral rims are more common than in YUEC I wares.  
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Figure 4.2: Glaze Colours of TYC-2 (left) and Yue celadon ware body. 
 (cf. ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002) and Yue Celadon Body (right) (Photograph by Ran Zhang) 
 
 
Figure 4.3: Footring of a bowl from class YUEC II.  
(Housed in the Zhejiang Provincial Museum, Hangzhou, photograph by Ran Zhang) 
 
  The YUEC II class covers a long period of approximately two hundred years, 
during which time the shapes of wares changed. Evidence from the Silongkou site 
suggests the YUEC II class has four sub-groups, with group I dating to the five 
dynasties (907-960 AD - see below). The ware looks similar to YUEC I wares but the 
footring is ex-turned, narrower and higher. Group II is dated to the early Northern 
Song dynasty (from about 960 to the early 11th century), and the height of bowls is 
higher and the mouth to height is turned to be approximately 2:1, while the ex-turned 
footring is higher and thinner (Figure 4.3 and Drawing 2). The walls of the bowls and 
plates are round and this shape continues into group III wares but with a higher height, 
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and this group is dated to the middle Northern Song period (approximately the 11th 
century). Group IV wares date to the 12th century, are smaller and a conical body is 
common, although a round body can also be observed. The ex-turned footring is very 
high and thin.  
  Wood needle-carved designs as decorations became common, especially during the 
Northern Song dynasty. These designs are normally single-lined simple patterns, such 
as birds, flowers, butterflies, dragons or fish. In addition, moulded, knife-carved and 
hollow carved designs are also common (Feng 2009:338). These decoration methods 
were used until the late Northern Song and early Southern Song period 
(ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:361-362). Selected carved or incised patterns of YUEC 
II wares are shown in Appendix 6 (Pattern 1). 
Dating evidence 
  Some key dating evidence from kiln sites provides direct dating evidence that is 
very helpful in understanding the development of Yue celadon wares. For example, 
the Silongkou site (\ÿ5) of Yue kilns produced a saggar sherd which is dated 
between 911 and 915 AD based on its carved inscription of Qian Hua Nian Qi Yue 
Nian Liu Ri (,kr(: 26th July of Qian Hua Reign), which allows other 
celadon products from the same layer of this site to also be dated to the Five 
Dynasties period (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:367). The site at Shanglinhu Lake 
produced a Yue celadon base-sherd, which has a carved dating of Tai Ping Wu Yin (L
jzZ : the Peaceful Era of Wu Yin) which attributes it to about 978 AD 
(ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:376).  
  Over 20 tombs and remains of Yue celadon wares have been dated to 909 to 1159 
AD, which suggests that Yue celadon continued to be fired into the Southern Song 
dynasty (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:375-376). However, the heyday for exporting 
Yue celadon wares was during the Five Dynasties to the late of Northern Song period, 
which can be determined through the many archaeological excavations in the Indian 
Ocean, such as the Intan shipwreck, and the Siraf, Fustat and the Shanga and Manda 
sites in East Africa (Chittick 1967, Whitehouse 1973, Chittick 1984, Horton et al. 
1996, Flecker 2002, Qin and Gu 2007:183-189, Yuba 2014).  
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Distribution 
  The distribution of the later Yue celadon (YUEC II) is not as wide as its early type 
(YUEC I) in the western Indian Ocean. According to Table 6.8 in Appendix 5 (column 
KN13 of Celadon), among 37 sites only 11 have yielded the late Yue celadon. It can 
therefore be suggested that there was a clear decline in the trade of later Yue celadon 
wares in comparison with the early type and they are overwhelmingly distributed in 
Fustat (97% of 971 sherds in total). This might be an indicator that the trade in 
Chinese ceramics had shifted from the Gulf to the Red Sea in the 10th /11th centuries. 
Otherwise, the sites of Darasuram (Site 8), Sanjan (Site 34) in India, Polonnaruwa, Sri 
Lanka (Site 40), Kush, UAE (Site 65), Sharmah, Yemen (Site 94) and Quesir, Egypt 
(Site 102), have only produced very small quantities of later Yue celadon sherds.  
  However, it should be noted that there is a high possibility that some reports might 
mix these two classes of Yue celadon wares. For instance, the dating and counting of 
the Yue celadon sherds at Mantai, Sri Lanka (Site 39) is unclear and confused 
(Carswell et al. 2013:239-245) and there is similar uncertainty at Siraf (Site 54) 
(Tampoe 1989). Although these reports mention that Yue celadon wares were traded 
from the late Tang to early Song periods, they do not provide a clear grouping and 
quantification of them. Hence, in this thesis, the Yue celadon sherds from these sites 
have to be classified as the earlier type of Yue celadon because of the site’s dating. 
 
4. YUEC II Type (Yue celadon imitations, the sub-class of YUEC II)  
(cf. Zeng and Wu 1977, Gong 1984, Yang 1985, GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 
1987, Yang 1994, ZJSBWG 2009) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 2: 12-21 
 
Definition and dating 
  This class mainly consists of Guangdong made celadon wares, which combine the 
shape and decoration features of both Yue celadon wares and Yaozhou celadon wares. 
Three main kilns located in Guangdong produced celadon wares for trading. The 
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Xicun kilns (ÜÉ) and Huizhou kilns (xgÉ) date to the Northern Song dynasty 
and gradually stopped firing during the late Northern Song to the Southern Song 
period (Zeng and Wu 1977, GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987:50-51). The third 
is the Meixian kilns, whose wares were popular during the Tang dynasty (YUEC I 
Type) and celadon firing continued into the northern Song dynasty, although products 
of this class were not common (Zeng and Wu 1977, GZSWWGLWYH and 
AMOCUH 1987, Yang 1994, Heng 2005:61-62). It appears that celadon imitations 
from Fujian are very rare in this class (Heng 2005:71-73), while those from Tong’an 
kilns (8SÉ) are common and will be discussed as the separate TAC class (Tong’an 
celadon).  
Description  
  In general, the wares from Guangdong kilns have a grey, hard and pure body but in 
some examples the body contains iron oxide, grit and other inclusions. The colour 
ranges from greyish white, yellowish grey, orange and brick red, although the latter is 
rare. The colour of celadon is not stable, and ranges from greyish green, jade green, 
bean green, light green, dark green, yellowish green to yellow (FPSM 1985, 
GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987:34-35).  
  In the term of shapes, YUEC II Type wares are slightly different in comparison to 
YUEC II wares. One distinguishing feature is that the footring of YUEC II wares is 
relatively thicker, lower and more vertical on the base in comparison with Yue 
celadon, where the footring is clearly ex-turned and thin. However, it should be noted 
that ex-turned footrings are also observed on YUEC II Type wares. Huizhou bowls 
normally have a multi-lined decoration or a moulded and chrysanthemum petal-like 
pattern on the outside surface (Figure 4.3b). Xicun wares normally have a single-lined 
pattern or a single-layer and wide lotus petal decoration on the outside surface (Figure 
4.3c). An outside floral pattern can be found on Yue celadon but is very different, 
normally consisting of a three-layered relief lotus-petal pattern (Figure 4.3a). 
  It can be seen that both Xicun and Huizhou wares were imitating Yue celadon and 
Yaozhou celadon during the Northern Song dynasty. The incised and carved patterns 
in YUEC II type wares were mainly copied from Yue celadon (YUEC II) and the 
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moulded patterns come from Yaozhou celadon (YZC) (Pattern 2 in Appendix 6). 
 
 
Figure 4.4: Outside decorations on YUEC II and YUEC II Type wares. 
a=Yue celadon; b=Huizhou celadon; c=Xicun celadon 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
5. YZC (Yaozhou celadon)  
(cf. SXSKGYJS 1965, SXSKGYJS and YZYBWG 1998) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Shaanxi 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 3: 1-4 
 
Definition  
  The Yaozhou kilns (ÏgÉ) were located in the town of Huangpu (þGï) 
southwest of Tongchuan city (îfi) in the Shaanxi Province of northern China, and 
had a long history of producing ceramics. Their most famous ceramic product is 
celadon during the Northern Song dynasty (960-1127 AD), whilst in the Tang dynasty 
(618-917 AD) they were also famous for producing Sancai potteries. For these 
celadon products, they are notable for their deep carved and moulded decorations, and 
their olive green glaze. And they have a good historical position in China, as they 
were sent to the Song central court as tribute ceramics.  
Detailed description 
Glaze and body 
  Yaozhou celadon normally has a grey body, which is thin, dense and pure. The 
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unglazed area on the footring where the body is exposed is usually red-stained due to 
iron in body oxidising during firing and then coating onto the body.  
The glaze of Yaozhou celadon is thin and is in variations of green, such as olive green 
or yellowish green, and sometimes light green. In comparison to Yue celadon, it is a 
darker green and appears more shiny and glistening, while compared to Longquan 
celadon, Yaozhou celadon normally has a glass-like glaze rather than a jade-like 
glaze.  
Shape and decoration 
  Like other ceramics produced during the Song dynasty, Yaozhou celadon has a thin 
and small-scale shape. The diameter of a bowl or plate is never larger than 30cm and 
is normally about 10 to 20cm. The principal shapes of Yaozhou celadon consist of 
teacups, bowls, plates, cup-stands, jars, vases, ewers and incense burners. It has been 
found that some bowls from the early Northern Song period (about 960-1022 AD) 
have a floral rim representing a lotus or a flower, with a flat base and a large, wide 
footring. Bowls from the middle and late Northern Song period (1023-1127 AD) have 
a sunken base with a smaller, narrow footring. 
  Yaozhou celadon can be distinguished by their decorations, and some bowls and 
plates are decorated on both the inside and outside. The outside surface normally has 
a carved pattern of multi-layer floral petals or carved lines, while the inside surface 
has a much more complicated pattern than the outside. Normally, a piece of Yaozhou 
wares would have been fully decorated with carved, incised and moulded patterns 
using a flower motif. Alternative patterns, such as birds, fish, dragons and playing 
children can also be found but are rarer in trading wares (SXSKGYJS and YZYBWG 
1998, Feng 2009). 
Dating evidence 
  Dating from the excavations at Huangpu kiln site revealed four periods: period 1, 
the early Northern Song period (960-1022 AD); period 2, the middle Northern Song 
period (1023-1085); period 3, the late Northern Song period (1086-1127 AD); and 
period 4, the early Southern Song period covering about 16 years (1127-1124 AD).  
This dating is mainly based on unearthed coins (SXSKGYJS and YZYBWG 
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1998:541-542), with the earliest coin bearing the inscription ‘Tai Ping Tong Bao (L
jæV)’ and dating to the period from 976 to 984 AD. The emperor reign names 
moulded on ceramics also suggest that they belong to the period of Xi Ning (´R, 
1068-1077 AD), Da Guan (KÞ , 1107-1110 AD) and Zheng He (~9 , 
1111-1118AD). Therefore, Yaozhou celadon can be dated from the late 10th century to 
the early 12th century. 
  The Intan shipwreck yielded no Yaozhou celadon and this might suggest that these 
wares were not being exported before the late 10th century (Flecker 2002). Moving 
into the Southern Song era, production at the Yaozhou kilns declined and the typical 
olive green and carved Yaozhou wares stopped being produced. Consequently, the 
export of Yaozhou celadon ended during the early 12th century.  
Distribution 
  Only a small quantity of Yaozhou celadon has been found in the Indian Ocean. 
According to Table 6.8 in Appendix 5, only five sites in the western Indian Ocean 
reported finds of Yaozhou celadon sherds. One sherd has been reported at the site of 
Yapahuwa, Sri Lanka (Site 45). Sharmah (Site 94) also yielded a very small quantity 
of Yaozhou celadon and also Yaozhou type sherds (Zhao 2006), which were made in 
southern China and should belong to the subclass YUEC II Type according this 
classification. Fustat in Egypt (Site 101) also yielded a group of about 25 sherds of 
Yaozhou celadon wares (Yuba 2014), and Kilwa (Site 108) reports a single sherd 
attributed to the Yaozhou celadon. Moreover, Siraf (Site 54) yielded a small piece of 
Yaozhou celadon sherd, which was examined by the author but not reported by 
Tampoe Tampoe (1989). 
 
6. TAC (Tong’an Celadon) 
(cf. FJSWWGLWYH 1958, Li 1974) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Fujian 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 3: 5-9 
Definition and dating 
  Celadon wares produced in the Tong’an kilns in Fujian Province have been rarely 
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reported at western Indian Ocean sites but the export og Tong’an celadon to East Asia 
and south east Asia is widely reported (Heng 2005:121, 340, Pearson 2007:129, 140). 
There are no reports of Tong’an finds from sites at Fustat, Siraf, and Sharmah in 
Yemen, nor at Julfar and East Africa (Horton et al. 1996, Kennet 2004, Zhao 2006, 
Yuba 2014). This phenomenon is very strange. Consequently, great care is needed 
when identifying celadon sherds. It seems very likely that Tong’an celadon was 
potentially introduced into the western Indian Ocean. 
  Tong’an celadon was manufactured in many kilns and was imitated by other local 
kilns in Fujian (Tong’an type), such as at the 25 kilns at Pucheng (¥EÉ), Nanping 
(1jÉ), Putian (×½É), Zhangpu (¯¥É), Anxi (S®É), Dongshandao (bc
É) and also at many other kilns (Lin 1990:391, Zeng 2001:163, Huo and Lin 
2004:11). According to research on the Tong’an kilns and these other kilns, the firing 
of Tong’an celadon (include Tong’an tyle) continued into the Yuan dynasty (Lin 
1990:391-394). 
  Dating for exported Tong’an ceramics can be roughly ascribed as from the 11th to 
14th centuries. The Intan shipwreck did not yield any Tong’an celadon, which suggests 
that export commenced later than the 10th century (Flecker 2002). It was exported 
during the middle and late Northern Song dynasty (approximately the 11th to 12th 
centuries) but was gradually replaced by Longquan celadon wares from the time of 
the late Southern Song dynasty to the Yuan dynasty (about the second half of the 13th 
to early 14th century). According to archaeological sites in Japan and the eastern 
Indian Ocean, the export of Tong’an wares was popular during the late Northern Song 
to the early Southern Song dynasties, and it continued into the Yuan period (Lin 
1990:394-395, Heng 2005:127, 339).  
  The fabric, shape and decoration of Tong’an wares will be simply introduced. One 
of the key points for this class is to determine the distinguishing features between 
Tong’an celadon and Longquan celadon. 
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Description 
Body, glaze, shape and decorations 
  TAC has a rough, hard and grey body with many small inclusions. The colour is 
greyish white and grey, with the glaze as thin as on Yue celadon, and greyish green or 
yellowish green. On the inside surface there is normally an unglazed ring present.  
Tong’an celadon wares have been quickly wheel-turned. Bowls are the objects mainly 
produced, although plates, jars, dishes, vase cups, ewers and incense burners have 
also been found. Bowls normally have a round body with a thick base. The footring 
and base are rough and no refined polish processes have been applied to them. The 
base is uneven with evidence of spinning marks and chatter-marks, and is normally 
unglazed.  
  The decorations which feature on Tong’an wares are floral scroll patterns carved 
using a knife and comb. Single lines or triple lines can be found on both the inside 
and outside surfaces. On the interior, the floral pattern consists of both combed lines 
and knife lines with dotted lines or designs, whereas the outside surface normally has 
straight lines made by a knife or comb. During the late Southern Song to Yuan 
dynasty period, carved lotus petal patterns are also seen. All the outside patterns have 
only a single layer, which is different from Yue celadon (YUEC II) (Pattern 3). 
  In comparison with Longquan celadon (classes LQC I and LQC II), Tong’an 
celadon has a lower quality: (1) Longquan celadon has a grey or greyish white body, 
which is pure, hard and smooth, whilst the fabric of Tong’an celadon is very rough; 
(2) Longquan celadon has a thicker glaze, normally bluish green, green or bean green, 
while Tong’an celadon has a yellowish green glaze, which is much thinner; and (3) 
the footring on Longquan celadon is perfectly refined and the glaze is fully applied to 
the base, while Tong’an wares have a thick base with a footring that is normally 
unglazed and poorly formed (Lin 1990:394).  
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7. LCQ I (early Longquan celadon) 
(cf. Zhu 1998, ZJSWWKGYJS 2005) 
Body type: Stoneware/porcelain                     Origin: Zhejiang 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 4: 1-4 
 
Definition and dating evidence 
  Longquan celadon was produced in the kilns of Longquan City (ÿi), and over 
one hundred individual kilns have been found (Krahl 1986c, Qin and Liu 2012). 
Well-excavated archaeological research from the Dayao kiln sites (KÉÉC), Jincun 
kiln sites (ìÉC), Xiaomei kiln sites (_ÉC) and Fengdongyan kiln sites (
£dÉC) provide a good understanding of the development of Longquan celadon. 
  The early type of Longquan celadon wares (class LQC I) in this classification can 
be dated to the 12th to the 13th centuries, but this type has rarely been found in the 
western Indian Ocean. LQC I wares have been regarded that strongly influenced on 
the Tong’an celadon (Li 1974:84), and this group of wares has been individually 
discussed as class TAC.  
  The Longquan kilns have a long history, and the Jincun kilns at Longquan city 
suggest that the earliest Longquan celadon may go back to the 11th century (Zhang 
1989a:88-89, Zhu 1989b:5). During this period Longquan celadon was an imitation of 
Yue wares and similar to Tong’an celadon. Its own style featuring a jade-like and 
thick glaze had not yet been developed. Its imports in the western Indian Ocean have 
been very rarely reported. For example, Shanga (Site 110) has reported that five 
Longquan (type) celadon sherds could be dated to the 11th to early 12th centuries 
according to site layers (Horton et al. 1996:273). This has been questioned by Seth 
Priestman for incorrect classification (Priestman 2013:Table 5.19). 
  Typical Longquan celadon began to be produced in the middle of southern Song 
period (1127-1271 AD), and wares were immediately popular in both the domestic 
and export markets (Ho 1994a:xiv-table 2, Heng 2005:82). The shipwreck of Pulau 
Buaya located in the Lingga Archipelago of Indonesia dates no later than the 12th 
century and has no Longquan celadon but a large quantity of Qingbai wares, which 
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suggests that Longquan celadon wares at this time was not yet popular (Ridho and 
Mackinnon 1998:V). The export of Longquan wares to the western part of the Indian 
Ocean commenced in the 13th to 14th centuries, which seems to be after the export of 
Longquan wares to Southeast Asia had begun (Krahl 1986c:253-256, Morgan 1991:71, 
Kennet 2004:64, Priestman 2005:295). 
Description  
  Because wares belonging to class LQC I (a large group which occurred between 
1100 and 1250 AD in the Indian Ocean) are absent from the western Indian Ocean (it 
has been mentioned that the early Longquan celadon wares have been found at Fustat 
in Egypt separately by Hou Yubo and Mikami Tsugio but this cannot be verified) 
(Hou & Mikami's reports, see in Qin 1995:87: note 1), this class will be simply 
introduced by body, glaze, shape and decoration. 
  LQC I wares have a stoneware body of good quality, which is pure, hard, without 
inclusions and light grey. The glaze is normally yellowish green or light green, and is 
thin. The shape of the bowls is deep and all wares have an uneven and thick base, 
which is sometimes unglazed. The footring is wide and low. 
  Decoration is of two main types. The first type has a floral scroll which has been 
quickly and freely carved on the interior and straight-line decorations carved on the 
outside, which is very similar to Tong’an celadon (class TAC). This type of decoration 
is normally in a yellowish green glaze, and is regarded as belonging to an earlier 
group that can be dated as far back as the late Northern Song dynasty (about the 11th 
century to 1127 AD). The second decoration type has an ‘S’ shaped lotus-petal pattern 
carved on the interior, which is frequently found on bowls, although the floral scroll 
pattern may also be seen; no decoration is applied on the outside. This type normally 
has a light green glaze and is regarded as belonging to a later group, dating from the 
Southern Song period (from 1127 to about 1250 AD). 
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8. LQC II (Longquan celadon)  
(cf. Zhuang 1994, Zhu 1998, ZJSWWKGYJS 2005, ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                     Origin: Zhejiang 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 4: 5-12 
 
Definition of LQC II 
  LQC II wares can be roughly dated to the late Southern Song to the early Yuan 
dynasty (the second half of 13th century to the early 14th century). Before this period 
Longquan celadon had already been manufactured for at least two hundred years but 
no archaeological evidence of traded Longquan celadon before the 13th century has 
been found in the Indian Ocean. Confirmed and commonly accepted traded Longquan 
wares can be dated to the late Southern Song dynasty, and belong to class LQC II. 
No precise dating evidence supports this division and this sub-class is based on both 
archaeological material from the Indian Ocean and the initial excavation report of the 
Dayao Fengdongyan kiln site. This division is not based on a change in historical 
dynasties and it is difficult to tell the difference in some cases between wares from 
classes LQC II and LQC III. Some features may be useful for distinguishing between 
them based on the size of the wares and the slight change in the glaze, as LQC III 
wares have a slightly thinner and bean green glaze. More features of class LQC III 
will be described in next section but it can be seen that the changes in these features 
are very slight in comparison to class LQC II.  
Detailed Description 
Glaze and body 
  Class LQC II Longquan celadon has a very thick, jade-like and green glaze. In this 
period the glaze shows some variation in the greenish colour, such as olive green, 
bluish green and light green, but only rarely is yellowish green seen. The body is fine 
and fully glazed, and only where the body is exposed at the footring is there a small 
area where no glaze can be seen. Longquan celadon has a good quality, dense and 
light grey stoneware/porcelain body. The body is thin and the footring is small and 
well-polished. 
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Shape and decoration 
  Exported Longquan celadon has some variation in shapes and decorations. Bowls 
and plates area very common; bowls have a wide mouth, round body and a thin and 
small footring, while plates have a projecting rim, a round and short body, with thin 
footring. The outer surface is decorated with lotus petals in relief, with carved petal 
single outlines. This lotus petal decoration is very common on exported Longquan 
celadon bowls, plates and jars. On the inside of the plates two fully glazed fish located 
at the centre of the base are commonly seen, while chrysanthemum petals in relief, 
and a carved or moulded floral pattern on the inside of bowls and plates, are rarely 
seen.  
Dating evidence 
  Table 4.4 lists a set of archaeological tombs containing Longquan celadon that can 
be dated to 1268 to 1320 AD. The Shi Shengzu Tomb in Quzhou City of Zhejiang 
Province yielded a set of Longquan celadon bowls with lotus petals in relief. Based on 
the tombstone, these wares can be dated to the tenth year of the Xian Chun Reign (;
¨.k, 1274 AD) (QZSWGH 1983). Similar bowls have also been found in the tomb 
of Pan Shi in Lishui City in Zhejiang Province. A tombstone with an inscription from 
the first year of the De You Reign (v"%k) dates to 1275 AD (ZJSBWG 2000). 
Therefore, according to these tombs class LQC II wares can be dated to 1268 to 1320 
AD and further dating evidence is listed below. 
 
Table 4.4: Key dating evidence for class LCQ II 
Tomb Owners Locations Findings Dating Reference 
Wu Ao  Deqing, Zhejiang Vase 1268 AD (Zhu 1998: 154) 
Shi Shengzu Quzhou, Zhejiang Bowls 1274 AD (QZSWGH 1983) 
Pan Shi Lishui, Zhejiang Bowls 1275 AD (ZJBWG 2000) 
Xianyu Shu Hangzhou, Zhejiang Vases 1302 AD (Zhu 1998:200) 
Tie Ke Beijing Bowls and Plates 1313 AD (BJSWWYJS 1986) 
Unknown Xuzhou, Jiangsu Vase 1320 AD (Qiu and Xu 1993) 
 
Key identification points 
  Compared to class LQC III, LQC II celadon wares have a relatively smaller size; 
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normally, class LQC II small bowls have a mouth diameter of 6 to 10 cm, a height of 
4 to 6cm and a base diameter of 3cm, while large bowls have a mouth diameter of 16 
to 20cm, a height of 8 to 10cm and a base diameter of 5cm, although exceptions can 
be found.  
The footring of Longquan celadon bowls and plates from class LQC II is 
well-polished. It has a thin foot wall and a pointed or thin and flat top. Where the 
body is exposed at the top of the footring foot, a narrow area of no glaze can be 
clearly seen. The inside area of the footring is evenly full glazed (Figure 4.5).  
  
Bowl 
 
  
Plate 
Figure 4.5: The Footring of a class LQCII bowl and plate.  
(ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009:12, Figures 1 and 2) 
  The thick, green glaze is an important feature of class LQC II wares, and the 
thickness of the glaze is 1 to 2 mm because it has been applied three to five times 
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(Qin & Liu, 2012). The glaze has some variation in the green colour, but the jade-like 
green glaze has been very well controlled. Rare reddish green, yellowish green and 
greyish green glaze examples have been found. 
 
9. LQC III (Longquan celadon) 
(cf. Zhuang 1994, Zhu 1998, ZJSWWKGYJS 2005, ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                      Origin: Zhejiang 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 5:  
 
Definition of LQC III 
  Class LQC III wares can be dated roughly to the middle of the Yuan dynasty (the 
middle of the 14th century). During this period celadon wares became larger and 
thicker, and were a slightly lower quality but very similar to class LQC II wares. The 
lower quality is represented by the badly-polished, unglazed footring and thinner 
glaze. Based on the archaeological excavation at Fengdongyan kiln sites, small size 
(as small as in class LQC II) wares may be found but only in small quantities.  
Detailed description 
Glaze and body 
  The key feature of class LQC III is a thicker body and thinner glaze compared to 
class LQC II. Celadon wares of class LQC III have a heavy, relatively loose and light 
greyish white body. The glaze shows some variation in colour, for example light 
bluish green, bean green, olive green, greyish green and yellow. The thickness of the 
glaze is thinner than in class LQC III and is normally no thicker than 1mm. Crackles 
are very common and where exposed at the base or footring, the body is orange 
yellow or red. 
Shape and decoration 
  Celadon bowls and plates in this class have a high and thick walled footring. Plates 
have an unglazed top at the footring and the foot is thick, flat and in-turned. Rarely, 
plates have an unglazed ring on the interior of the footring, which was a new method 
of kiln firing during the Yuan dynasty. Bowls normally have a fully unglazed footring 
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and base.  
  Decorations can be commonly found on these celadon wares compared to class 
LQC II, and the main methods for decorating are carving and moulding. In some 
cases attached or applied decorations are found. Decoration patterns consist of lotus 
petals, chrysanthemum petals, lotus sprays, chrysanthemum sprays, two fish, a dragon 
with four claws, birds, deer, a phoenix with flowers, moulded ‘Yang Lian Wen’ lotus 
petals with ashtamangala (eight auspicious signs of Buddhism), squared spirals, 
scrolling flowers, and the Buddhist symbol0. Bowls and stem cups have carved lines 
on the body with spots and floral designs. A pattern of two fish pattern is common and 
unglazed fish can also be found.  
Dating evidence 
  Class LQC III can be dated to the middle of the Yuan dynasty based on the dating 
evidence described below. The Ren Shi tomb found in Shanghai yielded a vase with a 
applied floral design and this tomb can be dated to between the fourth year of the Zhi 
Yuan Reign to the thirteenth year of the Zhi Zheng Reign (Ò%?k-Ò., 
1338-1353 AD) (SHBWG 1982:53). A vase found in Yicheng City of Hubei Province 
has absolutely dating evidence as the inscription reads ‘December of the fifth year of 
Zhi Zheng Reign’ (Òk., dated to 1345 AD) (Zhang 1996). Celadon 
plates have been found in a shipwreck in Cixian City of Hebei Province, and the ship 
can be dated to 1352 AD (Kim 2012). A tomb dated to 1353 AD found at Zhangshu 
City of Jiangxi Province yielded a vase (Huang 1996) and a set of celadon wares was 
found in a cellar in Gao’an County of Jiangxi Province. No datable inscriptions have 
been found, but based on other findings this cellar can be dated to between th eleventh 
year to the twenty first year of the Zhi Zheng Reign (Ò.kÒ.k, 
13511361 AD) (Liu and Xiong 1982). The remains of a city, named Jining Lu 
Ancient City, was found in Inner Mongolia in 2003 and this has been dated to 
between the eighteenth to twenty-eighth year of the Zhi Zheng Reign (Ò.'kÒ
Ò.'k, 1358-1368 AD). Large numbers of Longquan bowls, plates, dishes, 
stem cups, vases, incense burners and jars have been discovered (Wang 2004a). 
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Key identification points 
  The larger size is one of the most important features of class LQC III. Celadon 
wares of class LQC III have a relatively large size: a bowl typically has a 20 to 30cm 
mouth diameter, is 8 to 15cm high and has a base diameter of about 8cm, while plates 
have a mouth diameter of 30 to 40cm, are 5 to 8cm high and have a base diameter of 
about 10 to 20cm, although exceptions can be found. 
  Fully decorated and complicated decorations on wares are another important 
feature of class LQC III. Compared to class LQC II, carved, moulded and applied 
decorations are much more common on these wares and the pattern designs can be 
clearly seen through the thinner glaze.  
Distribution 
  Altogether with LQC II (Longquan celadon dated to the later Southern Song 
Dynasty), the Longquan celadon wares were widely distributed in the western Indian 
Ocean and they make up a high percentage of all Chinese traded ceramics in the 14th 
century. This is based on Table 6.9 in Appendix 5, which shows 69.6% of the 14th 
century Chinese trade ceramics are Longquan celadon and, among 81 sites in the 
western Indian Ocean, 63 sites produce these finds. Particularly, the sites of 
Periyapattinam in India (Site 4), Nilaveli in Sri Lanka (Site 46), Minab area and Kish 
Island in Iran (Sites 52 and 97), Julfar and al-Nudud in UAE (Sites 69 and 126), 
Sharmah in Yemen (Site 94), Fustat and Aydhab in Egypt (Sites 101 and 127), 
Mombasa, Shanga and Gedi in Kenya (Sites 109, 110 and 111) all yielded a very large 
amount of Longquan celadon (from about 100 sherds to 2,394 at Fustat). 
 
10. LQC IV-1 (Imperial Type Longquan Celadon)  
(cf. ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                  Origin: Zhejiang 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 6: 1-3 
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Definition 
  Class LQC IV can be divided into the subclasses LQC IV-1 and LQC IV-2, which 
date to the early Ming dynasty (the late of 14th century to the early 15th century). LQC 
IV-1 is a group of high quality Longquan celadon, and includes imperial celadon 
products from the Dayao Fengdongyan kiln site that can be precisely dated to the 
Yongle period (1403-1424 AD). 
  Subclass LQC IV-1 can be only found in very small quantity because it is imperial 
or imperial type celadon. These celadon bowls, plates, vases and jars were imperial 
gifts from Emperor Yongle to other countries and taken on the voyages of Zheng (Qin 
& Liu, 2012).  
Detailed description 
Glaze and body 
  LQC IV-1 wares have a very thick glaze (1 to 2mm) in bean green or light green. 
The colour of the glaze has been very well controlled and only rarely is yellowish 
green, dark green and brownish green seen. The glaze quality is high and as good as 
jade, rarely are the crackles present. The body is heavy, pure and smooth with no 
visible inclusions, and is greyish white.  
Shape and decoration 
  LQC IV-1 Celadon is the same size as class LQC III wares and even larger. The 
shapes of bowls and plates are carefully formed and well-wheel turned. Both the 
shape and decoration follow the imperial designs of the Ming court. According to the 
Collected Statutes of the Ming Dynasty, ‘a statute stipulated in 1393 AD that: the 
manufacturing of tribute objects must be following the imperial designs and structures 
sent from the court (¤.(kU*³çà¼>ÁË¶öÝUN+)’ (Li 
Dongyang, Ming Dynasty).  
  Plates with a floral rim and a projecting rim, a big bowl with a straight rim, vases 
and ewers have all been found at the Dayao Fengdongyan imperial kiln site. Moulded 
dragon with five claws, scrolling floral designs and carved flowers, lotus petals, 
auspicious Buddhist signs, two fish, and a monochrome green glazed pattern are 
all-common.  
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Dating evidence 
  A kiln tool (mould) from the Dayao Fengdongyan imperial kiln site has a carved 
inscription dating from the ninth year of the Yongle Reign (1411 AD) and this is 
where high quality imperial Longquan celadon wares have been discovered (Xu, 2009: 
11). No archaeological dating evidence for class LQC III is available from tomb sites 
or remains sites.  
  Further dating information of LQC III is based on the chronological shape and 
patterns compared to imperial blue and white ceramics (Figure 4.6; see subclass 
JDZBW II-1). The same shape and decorated blue and white porcelain plates have 
been found at the Jingdezhen kiln sites (vïÉC) as well as in tombs, which 
provides indirect dating information for LQC IV-1. 
 
Figure 4.6: Comparison of imperial Longquan Celadon plate and imperial Jingdezhen blue and 
white porcelain plate. 
(Celadon diameter: 445mm) (SDBWG 2012:120-121) 
 
Key identification points 
  Subclass LQC IV-1 has a heavy and full glazed footring and inside the foot an 
unglazed ring can be seen. This unglazed ring started in the middle of the Yuan 
dynasty but is rare, whilst during the early Ming dynasty an unglazed ring is common. 
Imperial celadon has a well-made ring which is clear and neat and celadon wares of 
subclass LQC IV-1 all have a regular green glaze, such as bean green or light green. 
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Very rarely another green variation is seen. 
Distribution 
The imperial type of Longquan celadons have been confirmed at the sites of Hormuz 
Island (Sites 53) (Lin and Zhang 2015) and Gedi in Kenya (Site 111) (Liu et al. 2012). 
 
11. LQC IV-2 (late Longquan celadon) 
(cf. Zhu 1998, ZJSWWKGYJS 2005) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                        Origin: Zhejiang 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 6: 4-7 
 
Definition for LQC IV-2 
  In contrast to subclass LQC IV-1, LQC IV-2 wares are common or low quality 
Longquan celadon products from the early Ming dynasty. The dating range of this 
group may be longer than for subclass LQC IV-1 as it starts from the middle of the 
14th century and finishes in the middle of the 15th century. After the voyages of Zheng 
He ended in 1433 AD, trade between China and the Gulf declined due to the ban on 
maritime activities issued by the Ming court (the haijin sea-ban policy). Also at this 
time, blue and white porcelain from Jingdezhen kilns (vïÉ) became a strong 
rival to Longquan celadon. It is therefore rare to find Longquan celadon which dates 
to the period 1433-1444 AD and later. During the late Ming dynasty blue-and-white 
porcelain in the Karrak style started to dominate the Chinese ceramic export market in 
the Indian Ocean and Europe.  
Detailed description 
Glaze and body 
  Subclass LQC IV-2 has a glass-like, thin, green glaze. Normally the glaze has been 
applied three times and there is some variation in the green, such as dark green, 
brownish green, olive green and yellowish green. The body is loose compared to class 
LQC II and subclass LQC IV-1, and black inclusions can be seen by the naked eye. 
The body is white, very thick and heavy, normally thicker than 1 to 2cm. Wares with a 
pure, good quality and white body are also seen. 
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Shape and decoration 
  The main shapes are plates, bowls and large jars. New shapes, including 
flower-pots, big stem cups and so forth can also be seen but were rarely for export. 
Bowls and plates are large in size, very heavy and not well-formed. Bowls and plates 
have a slightly in-turned, heavy and thick footring. The top of the footring is round, 
and large plates and bowls have a thickened and lower top. Normally, the footring is 
trapezoid and fully glazed. Inside the footring is a wider, freely and irregularly 
unglazed ring (compared to subclass LQC IV-1) or the base is unglazed. The unglazed 
ring on the base of plates is noticeably wider than in LQC III and LQC IV-2 ware. 
Large jars have a fully glazed hole in the centre of the inner area of the footring.  
For decoration, carved, moulded patterns similar to those of class LQC III wares are 
seen, together with new patterns and decoration methods. Hollowed patterns and seal 
moulded patterns are common, and patterns constructed from Chinese characters can 
be seen. Relief lotus petals are absent but the pattern of double line-carved lotus petals 
with a pointed top is common; applied decorations are rare.  
Dating evidence 
  Subclass LQC IV-2 can be dated to the early to middle Ming dynasty (between 
1387 and 1444 AD) based on tomb site excavations in China. Four tomb sites have 
been found in present-day Nanjing City in Jiangsu Province, which was the capital 
during the early period of the Ming dynasty (the Ming capital moved to Beijing after 
1412 AD). The Xue Xian Tomb, which dates to 1387 AD based on an inscription from 
the tombstone, yielded a celadon bowl with a similar shape, body and glaze to the 
bowls in subclass LQC IV-2. The inscription reads ‘Hong Wu Er Shi Nian (¤.
k, the twentieth year of the Hong Wu Reign)’ (NJSBWG 2005). The Zhang Yun 
Tomb yielded a set of Longquan celadon, consisting of bowls, cups and vases and a 
tombstone, which can be dated to 1395 AD based on the inscription ‘Hong Wu Er Shi 
Ba Nian (¤.'k, the twenty-eighth year of the Hong Wu Reign)’ (NJSBWG 
2005). The Song Sheng tomb dates to 1407 AD based on the tombstone inscription 
‘Yong Le Wu Nian’ (k, the fifth year of the Yongle Reign)’ yielded a set of 
bowls, plates and flower-pots, which share the shapes of subclass LQC IV-2 wares (Li 
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1962). The Ye Shi tomb, whose owner is Song Sheng’s wife, can be dated to 1418 AD 
based on the inscription ‘Yong Le Shi Liu Nian (.(k, the sixteenth year of 
the Yongle Reign)’ yielded a set of celadon plates and vases (Li 1962). Latest dating 
evidence for subclass LQC IV-2 comes from two further tombs. The Ge Shi Tomb can 
be dated to 1441 AD based on the inscription ‘ Zheng Tong Liu Nian (Î(k, the 
sixth year of the Zhengtong Reign)’ and yielded two vases, while the Wei Yuan Tomb, 
which dates to 1444 AD based on the inscription ‘ Zheng Tong Jiu Nian (Îk, 
the ninth year of the Zhengtong Reign)’ has produced a group of celadon plates and 
vases (Zhu 1998:272-284). 
Key identification points 
  Subclass LQC IV-2 wares have a heavy and full glazed footring, and inside the foot 
an unglazed ring can be seen. However, both the footring and the unglazed ring are of 
lower quality compared to subclass LQC IV-1. The slightly inturned, heavy and 
trapezoid foot with a wide and irregular unglazed ring or unglazed base at the inside 
of the footring are key points for identifying LQC IV-2 wares. 
 
12-13. LQC III Type & LQC IV Type (Longquan celadon imitations, the 
sub-classes of LQC III and LQC IV)  
(cf. Yu 1995, Huang 2011) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                  Origin: Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 7: 
Definition 
  These subclasses are imitations of Longquan celadon. It is difficult to define this 
group because the original kilns producing these imitations cannot be precisely 
identified and information is lacking concerning such imitations. The current 
understanding of Longquan imitations is limited; however, it can be seen that they 
mainly come from present-day Fujian, Guangdong and Jiangxi Provinces in southern 
China. These neighbouring kilns all imitated Longquan celadon when Longquan 
celadon wares were highly popular and exported for Indian Ocean trade in the 13th to 
14th centuries.  
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  Imitated Longquan celadon can be divided into two groups: LQC III Type dates to 
the Yuan period, and LQC IV Type dates to the Ming era, with their shape and 
decoration closely following those that they are imitations, although their fabrics are 
different. 
  This class only presents the distinguishable features between Longquan wares and 
Longquan type wares. It should be noted that exceptions may be found, which can 
mistakenly lead to lower quality Longquan celadon sometimes being grouped with 
imitations. It should be noted that the current understanding of imitation Longquan 
wares is relatively poor. 
 
Rough dating proofs and distinguishable features of LQC III Type and IV Type 
Guangdong Longquan celadon 
  Guangdong Longquan celadon mainly comes from the Pearl River Delta, Dong 
Jiang River, Xi Jiang River, and the Chaoshan plain, all areas which are 
geographically positioned near port cities and convenient for transportation. This may 
indicate that this imitation Longquan celadon is mainly aimed for export. Potential 
Guangdong Longquan kilns are mainly located in Huizhou City (xgi), Zhuhai 
City (¸§i) and Heyuan City (­i) (Huang 2011:483-484).  
  The kilns located in Huizhou City are the only group of kiln sites that have been 
excavated where imitation Longquan celadon wares have been found. Two kiln sites, 
the Baimashan Kiln site (¾úbÉC) and the Xinanzhen Kiln site (nïÉC), 
were surveyed and excavated in the 1950s (Huang 2011:484). The Baimashan kiln 
produced a large number of celadon wares dated to the Ming period. This celadon has 
a relatively soft and porous body in greyish white, and is heavy. The glaze is normally 
yellowish green or greyish green, and in some cases the glaze is thin and crackled. 
The footring and base are normally unglazed. Wares are decorated with a lotus petal 
pattern, which is very thin and only carved. The tops of the petals are linked to a line 
near the rim making this pattern very different to Longquan celadon which has 
pointed tops on the lotus petals. At the centre of the inside surface there is normally a 
sealed or moulded design, consisting of an auspicious Chinese character, such as Fu 
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(Æ, luck), Shou (], long life), Ning (R, peace) or Wan (0, ten-thousand or 
svástika). All the wares are small in size, and the mouth diameters are normally 9cm 
to 15cm (Zeng 1962). The Xinanzhen kiln site produced a similar type of celadon 
wares, and this site has been roughly dated to the Yuan to Ming period (Zeng 1964c). 
Jiangxi Longquan celadon 
  Definition and dating 
  Traditionally, it is believed that imitated Longquan wares produced in Jiangxi 
Province come from the Jingdezhen kilns, and production here dates to the middle 
Ming dynasty. However, dating based on seven tombs indicates that they are from 
1189 to 1582 AD and thus this has extended the dating range, although some wares 
from earlier tombs dating from before the Yuan dynasty (1271 AD) cannot be 
confirmed as Jiangxi imitated Longquan (Yu 1995:272-273).  
The imperial kilns from the Ming dynasty at Jingdezhen city yielded many sherds 
which have the celadon glaze, although these are regarded as bean green celadon (a 
term for monochrome green wares during the Ming dynasty) rather than celadon. 
However some of the sherds look like Longquan imitations (Xue 1965, Yu 1973, Yang 
1981, Liu et al. 1982, Yu 2011:475-476). 
  Archaeological findings from the Linjiang kilns (É) in Jiangxi Province, 
which were excavated in the 1990s, have provided some new information, and proved 
to be important kilns. The Linjiang kilns imitated Longquan celadon from the Yuan 
dynasty and stopped sometime during the Ming dynasty(BJSWWYJS 2007, Yu 2011).  
  Therefore, in general, Jiangxi imitated Longquan celadon wares consist of two 
main groups: Yuan period imitated Longquan s from the Linjiang kilns, and Ming 
period imitated Longquan from both the Linjiang and Jingdezhen kilns.  
Body, glaze, shape and decorations 
  The two groups of imitation Longquan celadon wares are both lower quality than 
Longquan celadon per se. The stoneware body is greyish white, but greyer than 
Longquan celadon. The glaze is thick with small crackles but is greyish green, and 
therefore distinguishable from the bean green or olive green glaze of Longquan 
celadon. Small and deep glaze crawling is common on the imitations, but rare on 
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Longquan celadon. In comparison to Longquan celadon, imitated Longquan celadon 
from the Linjiang kilns has a thinner glaze and a thicker glaze, but this is difficult to 
precisely scale. Both the Yuan and Ming era imitations have a fully glazed top to the 
footring and the inside area of the footring has a narrow unglazed ring. In comparison, 
Longquan celadon has a wider unglazed ring, which dates to the Ming period (Yu 
1995).  
  The shape of Yuan group imitated celadon is generally similar to that of Longquan 
celadon, but the bowls have a deeper body and sometimes a rolled rim. Small dishes 
normally have a pointed body, which is rare in Longquan celadon during the Yuan 
dynasty. Imitation bowls in the Ming group are similar to Ming Longquan celadon, 
and have a deep body and a straight rim, but normally have a high footring. Plates 
have a flattened and floral rim with a wide body, which is different to Ming Longquan 
produced celadon. In some cases, wares both these groups (plates and bowls) have a 
bulging base (the centre of the inside area of the footring bulges). On the inside 
surface an unglazed rim maybe found in the centre, which is in order to save kiln 
space, and is indicative that these wares are of lower quality. This type of unglazed 
rim on inside surface is rare in Longquan celadon wares. 
  Many decorative patterns on the imitated wares are similar to original Longquan 
wares, for example, a lotus petal small dish with two applied fish on the inside surface 
is very commonly produced by both kilns. However, imitated Longquan during the 
Yuan dynasty has some distinguishing patterns: single or triple lines, which are 
uncommon on Longquan celadon wares which have a carved pattern.  
  During the Ming dynasty, Jiangxi imitated Longquan was called bean green 
celadon, and was sometimes marked with cobalt blue. Wares were glazed with both 
celadon and white; the wares were glazed with green but the base in white glaze (Yu 
2011:478-480).  
 
4.4.2 Qingbai ware complex 
  Southern China did not produce white glazed stoneware until the 10th to 11th 
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centuries. Based on the popularity of white stoneware from northern kilns and 
improvements to celadon ware in the south, a type of wares with a glaze that was in 
between celadon green and white was produced. This glaze is bluish green and 
therefore the products are called Qingbai wares (QBW).  
  The original site of production place and earliest dating of Qingbai ware is the 
subject of debate. It has been argued that Qingbai wares are a type of imitation of 
northern Chinese white stoneware, which was first made in the Jingdezhen kilns in 
the 10th century (Li 1998:146). Due to the popularity of northern white stonewares, 
southern Chinese kilns started to imitate white stonewares, but it is difficult imitate 
the true white porcelain-like stoneware produced in the Xing and Ding kilns (see 
classes XINGW & DINGW). Alternatively, Qingbai wares are thought not to be 
imitated white stonewares because kilns such as the Jingdezhen kilns, Ganzhou (ág
É) kilns and Jizhou kilns (7gÉ) in Jiangxi Province, Fanchang kilns (ÌÉ) in 
Anhui Province, and Qingshan kilns (ôbÉ) in Hubei Province, could make white 
stoneware, including low quality stoneware with a white slip, earlier than Qingbai 
celadon was produced. The Qingbai wares were therefore an improved white 
stoneware produced in southern China (Huang 2006b:84-87).  
  It is not necessary to discuss the original and first firing of Qingbai wares in this 
thesis, although it can be seen that Qingbai wares were becoming popular and 
matured in the 10th century. Based on archaeological finds and remains from the kiln 
site excavation at Kejiachong area of Fanchang County, it has been confirmed that the 
first firing of Qingbai wares is no later than the Five Dynasties period (Yang et al. 
2006:47-48). According to other kiln sites in Jiangxi, Anhui, Hunan, Hubei and 
Sichuan Provinces, the maturation of Qingbai ware firing occurred during the 10th 
century (Liu 1981a, Huang 2006b:87). Among these kilns, Qingbai wares from 
Jingdezhen kiln are regarded as the most representative products (Liu 1981a:16). 
Local kilns in Fujian and Guangdong Provinces largely imitated Jingdezhen Qingbai 
wares during the following three centuries. 
  A large quantity of early Qingbai wares were recovered from the Intan shipwreck 
which dates from the 10th century (918-985 AD). These Qingbai wares all come from 
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the Jingdezhen kilns, or at least local kilns in the Jingdezhen region (Flecker 
2002:115). A covered box was unearthed from this shipwreck and similar boxes have 
been found in the Hutian Kilns (ª½É) in Jingdezhen city. This suggests that 
Qingbai wares were exported from the Five Dynasties period to the early Northern 
Song dynasty. During the next three centuries manufacturing expanded into Fujian 
and Guangdong. The Sharmah site in Yemen has yielded a large number of Qingbai 
wares dating from the Northern Song Dynasty to the Yuan Dynasty. These Qingbai 
wares mainly come from Jiangxi, Fujian and Guangdong Provinces (Zhao 2006). 
Similar finds have been recovered from the Java Sea shipwreck which dates to the 
13th century (Mathers and Flecker 1997:77-94, 182) and finds from the Gulf, based on 
the Williamson Collections following an examination by the author (Priestman 2005). 
This change indicates that the Fujian and Guangdong local kilns largely imitated 
Qingbai wares from the Jingdezhen kilns. In general, it can be seen that Qingbai 
stoneware/porcelain had a very complicated firing distribution in China and their 
imitations were widely produced in Fujian and Guangdong.  
  In this section, there are six sub-classes which fall into two general groups: JDZQB 
(Jingdezhen Qingbai wares) and QB Type wares (Qingbai type wares). Class JDZQB 
indicates that the Qingbai wares were produced in the Jingdezhen kilns and have the 
most ceramic features among Qingbai wares, and are regarded as higher quality 
ceramics. ‘QB Type’ represents other greyish white glazed or bluish white glazed 
wares, mainly produced in the kilns located in Fujian and Guangdong. Other possible 
kiln sites, such as those located in Anhui and Hubei, will also be included in the QB 
Type subclass.  
  Some white glazed stonewares of the subclass QB Type are very similar to the 
coarse white stonewares produced in the 10th to 13th century. In many cases it is very 
difficult to distinguish between them; therefore it should be noted that this class is 
strongly linked to the CW II class.  
  The JDZQB class has three subclasses: JDZQB I dates from the Five Dynasties to 
the Northern Song period (about the 10th to 12th century); JDZQB II dates to the 
Southern Song Dynasty (about the 13th to 14th century); and JDZQB III dates to the 
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Yuan dynasty and has two sub-groups. JDZQB III-1 represents traditional Qingbai 
stoneware/porcelain, while JDZQB III-2 (the class name is JDZSF) is bluish white 
and milky glazed porcelain, which is called Shufu wares (m»). The dating of 
QBW I Types closely follows the development of the JDZQB class, and also has two 
subclasses: QBW I Type roughly dates to the Song period (960-1271 AD) and QBW 
II Type dates to the Yuan Dynasty. 
  
14. JDZQB I (Jingdezhen Qingbai porcelain dated to Northern Song Dynasty) 
(cf. Liu and Bai 1980, Pei 1999b, Guo 2006, JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 
2007) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                    Origin: Jiangxi 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 8: 1-16 
 
Definitions 
  Class JDZQB I covers the period from the 10th to the 12th centuries (the Northern 
Song dynasty). Qingbai stoneware/porcelain is mainly from the Hutian kilns, which 
are a representative group of kilns firing Qingbai celadon in Jingdezhen. The 
Shengmeiting kiln (ÑÉ), Xianghu kiln («ªÉ), Nanshijie kiln (1iÛÉ), 
Huangnitou kiln (þ¡MÉ) and Liaojiawan kiln (Y¬É) also produced Qingbai 
wares at this time (Feng 2009:403). 
  All of these kilns can be called the Jingdezhen kilns but the current understanding 
of these kilns except for the Hutian kilns is weak. Therefore, this class is mainly based 
on the excavation at the Hutian kilns. 
No archaeological evidence of Qingbai stoneware/porcelain has been found before 
960 AD in the Hutian kilns (and other kilns in Jingdezhen), and the era from 960 to 
1127 AD can be divided into two sub-eras: 960 to 1064 AD when there was growth in 
Qingbai stoneware/porcelain production in Jingdezhen, and wares are relatively thick, 
heavy and of lower quality, and the period from 1064 to 1127 AD, which was the 
heyday for Qingbai stoneware/porcelain production at the Hutian kilns. 
Detailed description 
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  During the early era of class JDZQB I dating from 960 to 1064 AD, Qingbai 
stoneware/porcelain in some cases has a lower quality body fabric in light yellowish 
grey, which it is not very hard, relatively coarse, thick and heavy. The glaze is thin 
and transparent, sometimes it is semi-transparent but not milky, in light yellowish 
white or light greenish white. The spinning mark on the body can be seen through the 
thin glaze.  
The shape is relatively heavy and low. The body is deep and the footring is not very 
high but is thick. Covered boxes are high and thick in comparison to boxes from the 
later period. Normally a box is multi-lobed in the shape of a melon, and the knob on 
the top of the lid is shaped like a melon seedling. Decorations are rarely seen on 
bowls and plates, especially on the inside surface. In some cases the outside surface is 
decorated with carved lines in the shape of chrysanthemum petals, and these are 
simple and stylised (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:449-450, 464-465).  
  During the late JDZQB I period, dating from 1064 to 1127 AD, Qingbai 
stoneware/porcelain matures, and has a good quality stoneware body in white or light 
greyish white, although a yellowish white body can be seen in some examples The 
body is much thinner and harder and may be translucent, such that light can be seen 
through the wall of bowls or plates. The glaze is thicker and is greenish white or 
bluish white; the glaze sometimes runs down to the base, where the glaze is thick.  
  The shape is higher and thinner, and bodies with different shape, such as a deep 
body, straight body or a conical body are seen. The footring is much higher and 
thinner. A small cake-shaped separator is placed at the inside area of the footring and 
therefore the top of the footring is full glazed. The shape of boxes remains high but 
the decoration is simpler. Decorations on plates and bowls are in varied patterns, 
mainly carved. Moulded patterns can be seen on reverse fired wares with an unglazed 
rim, which is a new firing technique for the Hutian kilns which was introduced from 
the Ding kilns (UÉ) in the north of China. However, at this time this technique is not 
common. Bowls or plates with a petal rim can be seen and decorative patterns mainly 
consist of flowers (chrysanthemum, lotus, peony or other stylised flowers), petals 
(lotus petals or common petals), birds (normally grouped by three birds), sea waves 
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and floral scrolls.  
Dating evidence 
  Over 80 tombs in China have yielded Jingdezhen Qingbai wares, dating from 986 
to 1127 AD, and almost all the dating evidence comes from tombstones. Only three 
absolute dating proofs have been found carved on objects, such as a ceramic figure, 
stationery and a piece of pottery, and these also indicate that the dating period of class 
JDZQB I ranges from 1057-1083 AD. No datable inscription has been found on 
Qingbai porcelain wares unearthed from these tombs. Therefore, the dating of this 
group is reliable and it can be seen that class JDZQB I can be dated to the 11th century, 
although it may start slightly earlier in the late 10th century (JXSWWKGYJS and 
JDZMYBWG 2007:548-550).  
  However, the chronological development of shape is not very clear because some 
typical early Qingbai stoneware is still being fired in the later era and the shapes do 
not noticeably change during the later period. Therefore, class JDZQB I is dated to the 
Northern Song period and there are no sub-classes as specific changes cannot be 
observed, the only change is in the fabrics. 
 
15. JDZQB II (Jingdezhen Qingbai porcelain dated to Southern Song Dynasty) 
(cf. Liu and Bai 1980, Pei 1999b, Guo 2006, JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 
2007) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                   Origin: Jiangxi 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 8: 17-27 
 
Definitions 
Qingbai porcelain continued to be fired at the Hutian kilns in Jingdezhen city and 
other local kilns during the Southern Song dynasty (1127-1274 AD), but the scale and 
number of kilns was reduced (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:467). The 
firing technique, shapes of wares, decorations and production quality all gradually 
changed in comparison to class JDZQB I. In general, class JDZQB II wares are of 
relatively lower quality than JDZQB I wares and the reverse firing technique is very 
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common. 
  It appears that these changes did not immediately occur following the dynamic shift 
from the Northern Song to the Southern Song period. According to the findings from 
Sharmah, Kilwa, Manda and Shanga, Qingbai stoneware/porcelain dated to the 12th 
century have similar features. A similar situation also occurred at the Hutian kilns; 
therefore, class JDZQB II may have started in the 13th century but no specific time 
point can be clearly determined. 
Detailed description 
  The body fabric of class JDZQB II wares has changed to be relatively soft and 
porous, and is light yellowish white. The glaze has become milky or translucent, and 
the colour shows variations of yellowish white, bluish white, light greyish white or 
light greenish white. 
  The shape became slightly smaller and shorter in comparison with class JDZQB I. 
The body shape of bowls and plates can be straight, deep and conical, and the footring 
is short, small and thin, and normally is fully glazed. The base is thinner and the rim 
is normally unglazed due to the reverse firing technique. 
  The decoration is mainly moulded, and the pattern motifs mainly consist of birds 
and ancient Chinese gardens and landscapes. The patterns are complicated and fully 
decorated on the inside surface of bowls or plates.  
Dating evidence 
  About 50 tombs found in China support the dating of JDZQB II, and range from 
1130 to 1224 AD (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:550-552). Finds in the 
western Indian Ocean, Iran, Shanga, Kilwa, and Manda in East Africa, have all 
reported that class JDZBW II wares have been found in significant numbers. It 
appears that typical Qingbai plates and bowls with a semi-milky, bluish white glaze, 
an unglazed rim and moulded pattern decorations did not occur in Sharmah. However, 
JDZBW III wares (the next sub-class which dates to 1274 to 1368 AD) appears in 
Phase 5 which dates from about 1250 AD to the 14th century (Zhao 2006:100-101).  
  In the Williamson Collection, 83 Qinbai sherds have been dated to the 11th to 13th 
centuries (QING.1), and these are varied quality, from very fine to gloss, coarse and 
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heavily crazed (Priestman 2005:293). Therefore, it can be seen that this wares in this 
group come from different kilns. According to the author’s examinations, a large 
number of sherds from this group may date to the 12th to 13th centuries, and therefore 
belong to the JDZQB II class.  
  The peak of Qingbai stoneware importation into Shanga was reached during Phase 
16, which dates to the middle and late 13th century (Horton et al. 1996:146, 309). 
Sites at Kilwa, Madagascar and Fustat have also produced a number sherds classed as 
JDZBW II (Chittick and Wheeler 1974, Ma and Meng 1987:310-311). 
 
16. JDZQB III (Jingdezhen Qingbai porcelain dated to Yuan Dynasty)  
(cf. Liu and Bai 1980, Guo 2006, JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                  Origin: Jiangxi 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 9: 1-16 
 
Definitions  
  During the Yuan Dynasty (1274-1368 AD), following the creation of Shufu Qingbai 
porcelain, a new type of Qingbai ware with a porcelain body and a milky glaze (see 
sub-class JDZSF) and blue and white porcelain (see class JDZBW), the firing of 
Qingbai stoneware at the Hutian kilns in Jingdezhen City declined. Qingbai stoneware 
in this class is of lower quality in comparison to JDZQB II wares. The fabrics and 
shapes changed gradually but it can be seen that this change occurred during the 14th 
century (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:467). 
  The decline of Qingbai stoneware in Jingdezhen does not indicate that ceramic 
firing and the scales of the kilns in this area was reduced. New and rich types of 
Shufu porcelain, blue and white porcelain and black glazed stoneware all indicate that 
the Jingdezhen kilns experienced a period of development during the Yuan dynasty 
(JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:467). 
Detailed description 
  Class JDZQB III wares have a coarse body, with two thicknesses observed: a thin 
body resulting from reverse firing, which has an unglazed rim; and a thick body found 
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in bowls and plates, which has a flat base. All bodies are light greyish white or light 
yellowish white. The glaze is thin, milky or translucent, and normally is yellowish 
white with a light greyish blue, sometimes small crazing can be seen. For the bowls 
and plates with a flat base, the glaze is thicker and is greyish white. 
  Bowls and plates are very common, whilst stem cups, covered boxes and small jars 
can also be seen. Some new shapes of bowls are also found. As mentioned above, 
wares with a flat base are a new shape, which only occurs during the Yuan dynasty. 
The base is fully unglazed and the area where the body is exposed is commonly 
stained red. Sometimes with this shape an unglazed ring can be seen on the centre of 
the inside surface. In addition, bowls with a pointed body are also a new shape, and 
again only occur during this period (Liu and Bai 1980). Similar to class JDZQB II, an 
unglazed rim and reverse fired wares are very common during this period. Unfired 
bowls and plates are normally badly treated, such that the footring is quickly formed 
and of low quality, which the base centre normally having a pointed and small knob.  
Moulded patterns are a very popular decoration, which motifs consisting of 
double-fish, double-birds, lotus, lotus petals, peonies, chrysanthemums and squared 
spirals all common. Due to the milky glaze and coarse body, the moulded patterns are 
not clear. Knife-carved patterns can be also seen, where the motifs are double-fish, 
lotus and lotus petals (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007: 459-460; 467).  
Dating evidence 
  About 10 tombs in China suggest a dating range for class JDZQB II from 1283 to 
1348 AD (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:553-554). However, according to 
archaeological findings from the Indian Ocean, it can be seen that this may be 
extended from about the middle of the 13th century to the 14th century.  
  The Williamson Collection has a number of sherds from class JDZBW III, which 
come from the QING.1 group (Priestman 2005:293). The flat base and milky glazed 
Qingbai stoneware suggests that they could be from the 13th century. In Sharmah in 
Yemen, the number of objects in this group sharply declined, and this small group 
dates to the late Southern Song dynasty sitting between the classes of JDZQB II and 
III; this may be due a decline of this site (Zhao 2006:101). In East Africa, class 
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JDZQB III wares were not imported in large numbers to Shanga, Kilwa and Manda, 
similarly in Fustat (Chittick and Wheeler 1974, Chittick 1984, Ma and Meng 1987, 
Horton et al. 1996). However, this does not indicate that the ceramic trade had 
declined in these areas. For Qingbai type trade, a higher quantity of Dehua Qingbai 
stoneware was imported (see subclass QBW II Type). It is known well that Qingbai 
stonewares were also produced in Hubei and Anhui Provinces of southern China 
(Yang et al. 2006, Xiong and He 1997). According to Zhao Bing’s examination of 
Chinese ceramics found in Sharmah, Qingbai productions from these provinces were 
exported to the western Indian Ocean. However, as she notes, this identification work 
is not conclusive (Zhao 2006). Therefore, we still need to determine whether these 
two kilns can be listed in the QBW I Type class. 
 
17. JDZSF (Jingdezhen Shufu Porcelain)  
(cf. JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007) 
Body type: Porcelain                  Origin: Jiangxi 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 9: 17-22 
 
Definitions 
  Class JDZSF refers to Qingbai glazed (or Shufu glazed) porcelain, which is early 
porcelain due to the body not being sufficiently thin, white and transparent, and the 
glaze is milkier and whiter than that on normal Qingbai stoneware. It is called Shufu 
m (literally: central administration), which was an official name for a department 
of the Yuan central court. The milky and bluish white glazed porcelain wares with a 
Shufu mark refer to typical Shufu porcelain (Jian 1998:60). Porcelain with a similar 
body and glaze fabric but without the Shufu mark may also can be called Shufu wares, 
although a better name is eggshell white porcelain (3¾»). However, in many 
archaeological and historical studies, both Shufu porcelain and eggshell white 
porcelain both called ‘Shufu porcelain’ or ‘Shufu-type porcelain’ (Miksic 2004, Feng 
2009:449). Therefore, in this section, this class has been labelled JDZSF (Jingdezhen 
Shufu Porcelain).  
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  Both JDZQB III and JDZSF wares were fired in Jingdezhen City during the Yuan 
dynasty, but Shufu porcelain was a new creation of this period. It is of higher quality 
due to the decorations, body fabric and glaze quality, in comparison to Qingbai 
stoneware (Jian 1998:60, JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:310). It can be 
viewed as a form of high quality porcelain product which has only rarely been found 
in the western Indian Ocean. It has been recorded that the Fonthill vase with Shufu 
glaze was a gift from the Yuan central court to Louis the Great of Hungary 
(1324-1382 AD). This vase is now housed in the Irish National Museum in Dublin 
and is the earliest recorded piece of Chinese porcelain in Europe (Arnold 1999). 
Therefore, it can be seen that Shufu porcelain can be regarded as a very high quality 
porcelain product. 
Detailed description 
  JDZSF wares have a porcelain body, which is not white, but is dense and as 
transparent as fine porcelain. The body is normally thick and hard, and slightly 
greyish white. Small and rare pores can be seen with the naked eye, but the body 
fabric looks pure. It has been defined as porcelain because both China stone and 
China clay have been utilised. It has a very similar body fabric to Jingdezhen blue and 
white porcelain dating to the Yuan dynasty (see JDZBW I).  
  The glaze of JDZSF wares is normally thicker than Qingbai wares, and is milky 
and normally white, greyish white or very light bluish white; the thicker the glaze, the 
bluer the colour. Small crazing can sometimes be seen, and for bowls and plates with 
a flat base, the glaze is thicker and greyish white. Large crazes can be seen but are 
rare.  
  In term of shapes, bowls, plates, stem cups and vases are common. A new shape 
during the Yuan Dynasty, is a pointed body, which normally occurs on bowls (Liu and 
Bai 1980). The size of Shufu wares is normally heavy. For decoration, moulded 
patterns were very popular, with motifs consisting of lotus, lotus petals, peonies, 
chrysanthemums and decorative lotus petals being common, together with dragons, 
phoenixes and flying birds. On the side surface on the walls of bowls, sometimes the 
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moulded characters m (Shufu) can be seen but they are not clear. This is mainly 
due to the milky glaze which renders all moulded patterns unclear. Knife-carved and 
applied patterns can also be seen (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:461; 
467-468) 
Dating evidence 
  Shufu wares can be clearly dated to the Yuan dynasty. The chronological shapes 
(e.g. bowls with a pointed body) and patterns (e.g. the separate decorative lotus 
patterns) suggest that Shufu wares featured in Yuan ceramic productions. Moreover, 
the tomb of Zhang Honggang located in Beijing yielded a very fine quality incense 
burner with a milky and bluish white glaze. This burner has been identified as a piece 
of Shufu porcelain and the tomb of Zhang Honggang is conclusively dated to 1305 
AD by the tombstone (BJSWWYJS 1986:108-109, 112-113). There is no further 
archaeological dating evidence supporting Shufu porcelain as Shufu wares are very 
rare. However, no Shufu wares have ever been found in tombs dating from before the 
Yuan dynasty; therefore, dating Shufu porcelain to the Yuan Dynasty is reliable. 
Distribution 
  The distribution of Shufu porcelain in the western Indian Ocean area is very rare. 
This is due to the definition for Shufu porcelain being unclear for many archaeologists 
and it being very easy to confuse finds with Qingbai stoneware. Currently, only in the 
sites of Pandalayini, Indian (Site 17), Polonnaruwa, Sri Lanka (Site 40), Kawd 
am-Saila, Yemen (Site 99) and Kilwa, Tanzania (Site 108) have reported the 
occurrence of Shufu (or Shufu type) ceramics (Table 6.9 in Appendix 5). 
 
18. QBW I Type (Other Qingbai type wares dated to Song Dynasty, the sub-class 
of JDZQB I)  
(cf. DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979, Huang and Yang 1983, Yang et al. 2006)  
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                  Origin: Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 10: 1-8 
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Definitions 
  Subclass QBW I Type is a group of Qingbai stoneware similar to Jingdezhen 
Qingbai stoneware. However, it is of a different quality, body fabric and glaze, which 
places it between the typical stonewares of classes JDZQB I and II, and even the 
coarse white stoneware II (see class CW II). Normally, wares of this subclass are 
easily confused with these other classes, as there are no clear archaeological 
descriptions and definitions of this type. The archaeological understanding of these 
wares is weak; therefore, it is extremely hard for ceramicists and archaeologists to 
identify and date them.  
  In this section only possible kilns of QBW I Type wares are listed (Table 4.5). 
These kilns have been noted by archaeologists working in the western Indian Ocean 
and are mainly located in Guangdong, Fujian and Anhui Provinces (Heng 2005, Zhao 
2006)(Wang Jianbao 2014: Personal Communication; Li Jian’an 2012: Personal 
Communication). However, the archaeological findings do not perfectly fit the list of 
possible original kilns and may have come from other neighbouring kilns not listed or 
from as yet unstudied kilns.  
  Dating can only be approximated to the Song dynasty (960-1274 AD) according to 
the existence of Qingbai wares in China. The archaeological features of these wares, 
such as shape, setting methods in the kiln and decoration, doubtless closely followed 
the development of Jingdezhen Qingbai stonewares. However, when dealing with 
very small sherds, they cannot be perfectly dated and identified based on the glaze 
and body fabrics. It should be noted that even decisions concerning the original 
manufacturing kilns and classes following close examination by the naked eye may 
not be very reliable (Zhao Bing, 2011: Personal Communication). 
  Qingbai stonewares were widely produced in Guangdong and Fujian Provinces in 
southern China from about the late 10th to the 13th century. Following a number of 
excavations and studies of kiln sites in Guangdong Province since the 1960s, over 300 
individual kiln sites have been identified but only a limited number of kilns have 
actually been excavated. However, it can be confirmed that four main areas, 
consisting of the Chaozhou area, Guangzhou area, Nanhai area and Foshan area, 
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produced traded Qingbai type stonewares in different quantities. Each area has a 
number of local kilns, except for the Chaozhou area, where all the listed kilns are near 
to Guangzhou city, which was an important port city in Guangdong Province. During 
the northern Song dynasty Qingbai type stoneware was the second largest ceramic 
product made in Guangdong. Local Chaozhou kilns, for example the Chao’an kilns 
(°SÉ), were key producers of Qingbai. According to excavations at the Chao’an 
kiln site, about 43.15% of the total unearthed sherds are Qingbai (FPSM 1985:63-67). 
The Xicun kilns located in Guangzhou, the Toushan kilns (MbÉ) at Huizhou city, 
and the Shiwan kilns (Ã¬É) located in the Foshan City ($bi) have yielded a 
very limited number of Qingbai products (FPSM 1985:67).  
  In Fujian Province it appears that the development of the ceramic industry was later 
than at the local kilns in Guangdong, although archaeological evidence supports a 
number of early kiln sites dating to the Tang dynasty located in the Fujian region (cf. 
DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979). 
Table 4.5: List of possible producers for QBW I Type wares. 
Location Kiln’s Names Reference 
Guangdong Chaozhou /Chao’an kilns (cf. Huang and Yang 1983) 
Guangdong Shiwan kilns (cf. Chen 1978) 
Guangdong Xicun kilns (cf. GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987) 
Guangdong Nanhai kilns (cf. GDSWWH 1959, Song 1991) 
Fujian Zhangpu kilns (cf. FJSBWG 1987) 
Fujian Nan’an kilns (cf. Huang 1957) 
Fujian Anxi kilns (cf. AXXWHG 1977) 
Fujian Tong’an kilns (cf. Li 1974) 
Fujian Cizao kilns (cf. Chen et al. 1982) 
Fujian Dehua Kilns (cf. FJSBWG 2000a) 
Anhui Fanchang kilns (cf. Yang et al. 2006) 
Hubei Husi kilns (cf. WHSWWC 1984) 
 
  The establishment of a Mercantile Shipping Superintendent in 1087 AD drove the 
ceramic industry in the southern Fujian area, and during the Southern Song dynasty 
(after 1127 AD), the local kilns in Guangdong declined whilst the ceramic kilns in 
Fujian expanded (Ho 2001:258). 
  During the Song dynasty the Zhangzhou area and Quanzhou area were two key 
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districts for the production of Qingbai ceramics. The Zhangpu kilns, located in the 
Zhangzhou area in the southwest of Fujian, are neighbouring kilns to the Chao’an 
kilns of Guangdong, and they borrowed the Qingbai ceramic technology and styles 
from the Chao’an kilns. Although the local kilns of Zhangpu were continually firing 
ceramic wares until the Yuan dynasty (Ho 2001:258, Huang 2005), the ceramic centre 
of Fujian shifted to the Quangzhou area, when Quanzhou became an international port 
in the late 11th century (Ye 2005j). 
  The fast development of the ceramic industry in the Quangzhou area was mainly 
due to Quanzhou port, which provided easy access for the transport of ceramics via 
river routes from the local kilns, such as the Nan’an kilns, Anxi kilns, Tong’an kilns 
Cizao kilns (Ä±É) and Dehua kilns. Subsequently, a maritime trade boom from 
Quanzhou port with local kilns producing Qingbai type stoneware occurred in 12th to 
13th centuries. The ceramic production mainly supplied the export market rather than 
local consumers (Ho 2001:262-263). 
  It is well known that Qingbai stoneware were also produced in Hubei and Anhui 
Provinces of southern China (Xiong and He 1997, Yang et al. 2006). According to 
Zhao Bing’s examination of Chinese ceramics found in Sharmah, Qingbai products 
had been exported to the western Indian Ocean. However, as she notes, this 
identification cannot be confirmed (Zhao 2006); therefore, it still needs to be 
determined whether these two kilns can be listed as producers of QBW I Type wares 
Distinguishing features of QBW I Type 
  To define these ‘lower quality’ wares, the following points should be examined: 
The body is not as hard as Jingdezhen Qingbai stoneware, and is rough. Areas where 
the body is exposed (without a glaze covering) is sometimes stained by red iron oxide 
from the body or kiln ash. 
  The glaze is thinner in comparison to Jingdezhen Qingbai wares. However, the 
glaze is normally hard and in many cases is greyish white or white, rather than bluish 
white (Wang Jianbao 2014: personal communication). This is mainly due to the 
un-balanced temperature and atmosphere of the kiln. Sometimes the lower part of the 
outside surface of bowls is unglazed. The glazes are similar to the white stoneware 
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produced in the local kilns in Fujiang and Guangdong. 
  The surface and footring treatment is quick and free, in comparison to Jingdezhen 
Qingbai wares. The spinning lines on the wall of bowls and plates can be seen and the 
footring is sometimes unevenly glazed. Decorations are free and normally have been 
quickly carved. Floral patterns are common, and are stylized and simple. Reversed 
setting methods were introduced into Fujian Province during the Southern Song 
dynasty. It has been suggested by Wang Jianbao (2014: personal communication) that 
unglazed rims can be seen on many lower quality Qingbai wares produced in local 
kilns in Fujian. These can be distinguished from the Jingdezhen unglazed rims by the 
feature of the outside-unglazed part of the rim being wider than the inside. 
 
19. QBW III Type (Dehua Qingbai Stoneware dated to Yuan Dynasty, the 
sub-class of JDZQB III)  
(cf. DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979, Lin and Zhang 1992, Ye 2005a) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain            Origin: Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 10: 9-21 
 
Definition and possible kiln distribution 
 Qingbai porcelain was produced in the Dehua kilns located in Fujian Province, and 
can be seen as the most represented Qingbai type dating to the Yuan dynasty. It is 
believed that Dehua Qingbai stoneware is not an imitation of Jingdezhen Qingbai 
ware and it is also known as Marco Polo Ware (Raphael 1932, Chittick and Wheeler 
1974:311). The Marco Polo Jar, housed in the Treasury of St. Marco in Venice, is 
about 12 cm high with a maximum diameter of 8.1cm, and has a low foot-ring and a 
short neck with four small loop-shaped lugs. It has a hard, white and thin body that is 
coated with Qingbai cream glaze. There are four zones of decoration in relief on the 
jar, which consisted of two bands of floral scrolls in the middle and bands of 
petal-like motifs near the top and bottom (Figure 4.7). Similar shaped Qingbai 
stoneware/porcelain finds have been widely found in many local kilns in Fujian 
province (DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979, Ke and Chen 1995, Ye 2005g). However, 
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according to some contemporary studies of the Chinese Qingbai ceramics, there is no 
mention of the term ‘Marco Polo Jar’ (cf. Lin and Zhang 1992, Huang 2010). 
  Archaeologically, some fragments in the style of the Marco Polo Jar have been 
tentatively identified from many archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean (see 
the columns QB: KN 105 and FJ in Table 6.9 in Appendix 5). They have been 
therefore named ‘Marco Polo ware’, and this has become one of the more confusing 
issues amongst Chinese ceramic objects that were imported to the Medieval Indian 
Ocean and Europe (Whitehouse 1972a:71-72), because these findings are 
ambiguously defined, dated and described. Indeed the concept of ‘Marco Polo ware’ 
confused archaeologists in many instances, including Morgan (1991:71), Horton 
(1996:310), Flecker (Flecker 2003:397-98) and Kennet (2004:63) who believe that 
this ware was made in the Dehua and Putian kilns or Anxi kilns in Fujian province of 
south China, but their evidence is based on the examples published by 
Hughes-Stanton and Kerr (1980:no. 186). This is because no further studies of the 
Marco Polo ware have been carried out yet. 
 
 
Figure 4.7: The Marco Polo Jar housed in the Treasury of St. Marco in Venice. 
(Height: 120mm) (Photography by Lin Meicun) 
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Figure 4.8: Yuan Qingbai sherds (QBW III) produced in Fujian local kilns (the Palace Museum). 
(Photography by Wu Ning, created by Ran Zhang) 
 
  With the collected kiln sites of this thesis, it seems that Marco Polo ware had been 
widely produced in south Fujian Province and came from the kiln sites of, for 
example, the Yongchun (ÉÉC) (Zeng 2001:173), Putian (Li 1979a, Ke and 
Chen 1995:612), Qudougong (aXÉC) (DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979, FJSBWG 
1990a), Anxi and Quanzhou (gÉC) (Li 1960, AXXWHG 1977, Zhang 1989b, 
Lin 1999) (Figure 4.8). These sites seem all share the same style and firing techniques 
as Qingbai wares and are dated to the Yuan dynasty (about the 14th century, see below 
for more discussion of the dating evidence). 
Dating evdience 
  Archaeological evidence shows that there are two key kiln sites of the Dehua kilns 
which are the Wanpinglun kiln site and Qudougong kiln site (DHGCYKGFJGZD 
1979, FJSBWG 1990a). The moulded reliefs on the Qudougong Qingbai stoneware 
products have been distinguished from the wares at Wanpinglun kiln site (Lin and 
Zhang 1992:564), and are very similar products to the one housed by the Treasury at 
St. Marco of Venice. 
  About the dating of the Dehua sites, it has been argued that the Qudougong kiln site 
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is later than Wanpinglun and is dated to the late 13th century and mostly the 14th 
century AD (cf. Lin and Zhang 1992). The dating evidence of the Qudougong site is 
mainly based on: firstly, some ceramic head figures with Mongolian garments, which 
could suggest the north Chinese culture was imported to south China during the Yuan 
dynasty (DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979:57); secondly, some pieces of kiln furniture 
yielded by the Qudougong kiln sites have inscriptions in Phags-pa script 
(DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979:57), which was a new alphabet commanded by Kublai 
Khan in 1269 AD. Its implementation in south China should be after 1274 AD, when 
the Mongolian rulers conquered the whole of China. Otherwise, the kiln furniture 
fragments with Phags-pa script have also been found in the Laohudong kiln site in 
Hangzhou city (e.g. Wang 2004c:89, Figure 45) and the Longquan kiln sites in 
Zhejiang Province (Zhu 1989b:28), which can be dated to the Yuan dynasty.  
  Thirdly and more importantly, there are some saggers with a cyclical date of 
‘dingwei ()’ unearthed in Qudougong site, which implied two possible years 
during the Yuan Mongol’s reign that were 1307 AD and 1367 AD. These two 
possibilities are still an open debate for scholars (FJSBWG 1990a:140-142, Lin and 
Zhang 1992:565, Ho 2001:251). A recent argument comes from Ho Chuimei and she 
suggests that the later date is highly possibility (Ho 2001:251). Ho links some white 
stonewares also from Qudougong which occurred in association with Yuan blue and 
white porcelain in burials in the Philippines. Due to the fact that no mature blue and 
white porcelain was made before the early 14th century (around the 1330s) 
(ZGGSYXH 1982:339-342) and the production of white stoneware at Qudougong 
could have lasted to the late 14th century, she therefore argues that 1367 AD is the real 
date (Ho 2001:251). 
  However, another observation could actually go against Ho’s argument and it more 
directly links to the Dehua Qingbai wares. In the Gulf, the distribution of Dehua 
Qingbai wares in the Minab area of south Iran has no association with the blue and 
white porcelain. On the contrary, many blue and white porcelain sherds have been 
discovered in Hormuz Island but there are no finds of the Dehua Qingbai wares there 
(cf. Morgan 1991, Priestman 2005). The Hormuz Kingdom re-settled in Hormuz 
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Island from Minab in 1325 AD (Aubin 1953:102, Piacentini 1992:171-73). It 
therefore seems that the absence of Dehua wares from Hormuz Island might argue 
against the later date of the ‘dingwei’ saggers. A similar observation has been made  
at Fustat where Dehua Qingbai wares do not occur, but a large number of blue and 
white porcelains do (Yuba 2014, Ma and Meng 1987:4-5). It has also occurred in the 
Sinan shipwreck near Korea where the cargo contained some Dehua qingbai wares 
but an absence of mature blue and white porcelains, and can be dated to 1323 AD 
(Shen 2012:18, 212-213). Based on this evidence, the dating of the Dehua Qingbai 
wares of the Marco Polo type should be dated from the late 13th to early 14th 
centuries. 
  Detailed description 
  Dehua Qingbai stonewares have a sugary and relatively soft body in comparison to 
Jingdezhen Qingbai stonewares dated to the Yuan dynasty (see classes JDZQB III and 
JDZSF). This is mainly due to a lower firing temperature. Even pottery-like 
stoneware with a yellow body can be found. These are the badly-fired products, which 
have been placed in a lower position within the kilns, where the firing temperature is 
low (DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979:56). Normally, well-fired Dehua Qingbai stoneware 
should be white. 
  This class normally has a Qingbai glaze, which is thin, glassy and not very hard. 
The well fired colour is bluish white, but pure white, yellowish white and greyish 
white can be found. Some wares have crazing (DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979:55). 
  In terms of shapes, bowls, plates, bowls with a pointed body, covered boxes, kendi 
and jars are common. Their size is normally not very large and the mouth diameter of 
bowls and plates is no larger than 23 cm. Unglazed rims and flat-bases are common, 
and some tablewares are half glazed on the outside surface. According to 
archaeological findings from the Qudougong site, the Qingbai ceramic setting and 
firing techniques were not standardised. Therefore there are variations in the shapes 
(DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979:55-56). 
  In terms of decorations, moulded patterns are very common and mainly consist of 
lines, a band of a classic scroll, flowers (including decorative lotus petals, lotus, 
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chrysanthemums, peonies and plums), clouds and phoenixes. On plain wares, carved 
decorations and applied patterns can also be found (DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979:57-58). 
Distribution 
  The distribution of Dehua Qingbai stonewares can be found mainly in both the 
Persian Gulf and Eastern Africa. In the Gulf, the sites of Kush and K103 in the Minab 
area have reported this class of wares, and Kilwa has also yield the so-called Marco 
Polo wares (Chittick and Wheeler 1974:311, Morgan 1991:70-71, Kennet 2004:48-49, 
Priestman 2005:294-295). However, only limited reports of similar findings have 
been noted in Yemen. Al-Shihr has yielded so-called fine Dehua sherds, but at the site 
in Sharmah no Dehua Qingbai stoneware of this class has been reported 
(Hardy-Guilbert 2001:74, 2005, Zhao 2006:101). It appears that no Dehua Qingbai 
stonewares have been reported in Fustat either (Ma and Meng 1987:4-5, Yuba 2014). 
 
4.4.3 White stoneware/porcelain complex 
  The export of white stonewares/porcelain wares from China to the western Indian 
Ocean has a long history. Confirmed by both shipwreck and port-site archaeological 
evidence, this is one of the most important ceramic commodities and was traded from 
the 8th century onwards, making it one of the earliest Chinese trade ceramics (Tampoe 
1989, Krahl et al. 2010). White stoneware manufacturing in China reached its peak 
during the period from the 7th to 8th centuries (Yang and Lin 1981, Zhang and Wang 
1997), and it is well described by historical documents that white stoneware was 
widely produced and traded in China (Xiong 2006b:6). With some high quality white 
ceramics regarded as ideal tea wares (Lu 1927:Chapter IV) and luxuries for Chinese 
central palaces (Quan 1999b).  
  Chinese white stonewares account for a certain portion, but are much lower than 
the contribution of celadon wares and blue-and-white porcelains (see Chapter 3 and 
Table 6.7 in Appendix 5). This is probably because true white stoneware/porcelain 
(excluding Qingbai wares) was mainly produced in northern China before the 15th 
century (Li 1998), therefore their transportation for export through southern Chinese 
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ports was difficult, and when Song China lost northern China, rare northern Chinese 
ceramics were available in the southern Chinese market and for maritime trade. In 
addition, during the 9th and 10th centuries, attempts to imitate white stonewares never 
ceased in southern Chinese kilns, such as the Jingdezhen kilns in Jiangxi, Fanchang 
kilns in Anhui and local kilns in Fujian. However, based on the obstacles of clay 
resources and manufacturing techniques, true white porcelain could not be fired in 
southern China until approximately the late 14th to 15th centuries (Li 1998:348-349). 
Hence badly imitated white, greyish white, and/or bluish white stonewares were 
widely produced in southern China and exported to external Chinese markets. Such 
imitation white stonewares cannot be attributed to the white stoneware classes. 
  Based on these points, this section aims to introduce white stoneware/porcelain 
ceramics, which can be divided into three large groups: northern Chinese white 
stonewares, southern Chinese white stoneware/porcelains, and low quality white 
stonewares. Coarse white stonewares can be found from both north and south China, 
which were attempts to imitate high quality white stonewares, such as Xing white 
stoneware/porcelain and Ding white stoneware. It is difficult to distinguish low 
quality white stonewares made by many southern Chinese kilns from Qingbai 
stonewares (see Qingbai Complex: QBW I Type and QBW II Type). Especially for 
plain white stonewares, the definition and distinguishable features between these two 
groups is not clear, and this remains a key limitation for this classification. 
  This section has eight classes: northern Chinese white stonewares, including 
XINGW (Xing white stonewares), DINGW I (early Ding white stonewares, imitations 
of Xing white stonewares), DINGW II (Ding white stonewares), CW I (early coarse 
white stonewares) and CW II (coarse white stonewares made in north China); and 
southern Chinese white stoneware/porcelains, including JDZW (Jingdezhen white 
porcelains), DHW (Dehua white stonewares/porcelain) and CW III (coarse white 
stonewares made in south China). 
  One point still needs to be noted, which is that low quality ceramic wares produced 
in China have been less well studied. These so-called coarse ceramics refer to low 
fired stoneware and high-fired pottery, which have a rough, porous and grey body, 
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with visible tiny black inclusions. The term ‘coarse ceramics’ covers a large range of 
ceramic products that are defined by glaze types, and many have been mentioned in 
other classes, including lower quality celadon, Qingbai stoneware, porcelain and 
transport jars (see all the imitation type classes for celadon, blue and white and 
polychrome complexes; the transport jars complex is also a form of coarse ceramics) 
(Heng 2005:58-81). In comparison to white stonewares, these classes can be easily 
distinguished and grouped separately from their parallel high quality ceramic classes. 
These low quality white stonewares have a strong relationship with the Qingbai type 
classes, especially the wares produced in the local kilns of southern Chinese (Fujian 
and Guangdong Provinces). They may share similar colours, body and glaze fabrics, 
and in many cases cannot be easily distinguished and identified by current Chinese 
ceramic studies (Zhao 2011:Personal Communication, Wang 2014b:Personal 
Communication). 
 
20. XINGW (White Stoneware of Xing Kilns)  
(cf. Jia and Jia 1987, Zhao and Zhang 2007) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                   Origin: Hebei 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 11: 1-4 
 
Definition: 
Xing white wares are high-fired porcelain-like white stoneware, which peaked during 
the 6th to 10th centuries (Li 1998:167). The Xing kilns are located in the present-day 
area of Neiqiu City, Lincheng City and Xingtai City in Hebei Province. Xing white 
wares as a type of ceramic goods were common during the Tang dynasty and were 
regarded as the most popular tablewares according to descriptions by Tang historians 
(Li 1987).  
Detailed description 
Glaze and body 
  High-fired Xing white wares have a pure white, semi-transparent, evenly applied, 
thin glaze. Some white wares have also had a white slip coat applied and then wares 
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with a grey body look white. Slip coated white wares are regarded as low quality 
white wares and are low fired stonewares (around 1150°C) (Li 1998:167). 
  Xing white wares have a high-fired, porcelain-like, pure white and dense body. No 
inclusions can be seen using the naked eyes. It is believed that Kaolin clay was 
originally from Jingdezhen city and it was first used by Jingdezhen potters in the 13th 
to 14th centuries. However, according to scientific tests on sherds of Xing white wares, 
Kaolin clay had been used in the Xing kilns during the Sui-Tang era (approximately 
from the 7th to 10th century) (Li 1998:160). Xing kiln clay has a high percentage of 
aluminium oxide (Al2O3, higher than 25% to 27%) and a low percentage of iron oxide 
(Fe2O3, lower than approximately 1%), which allows high-fired Xing white wares to 
have a pure white and porcelain-like body (Li 1998:Table 5-2). In contrast, common 
clay-manufactured wares have a grey and stoneware body (Li 1998:5-2). 
Shapes and decorations 
  Xing white bowls and teacups have a similar shape to Yue celadon, with a bi-disc 
footring on a low and flat base, and a short but straight body. The difference is that 
some Xing white wares have a round rim which looks much thicker than the Yue 
celadon rim. The wide rim and floral rim imitates metal work which was also popular 
(Li 1998:176-177, Feng 2009:329). Ewers, jars and vases also share a similar shape 
with Yue celadon, in that they have a thick, heavy and short body, and a short spout. 
  Bowls and plates are seldom found with decorations, and pure, undecorated wares 
are very common. The aim was to highlight the expressiveness of the pure white and 
jade-like glaze (Feng 2009:330). A limited number of jars, ewers and vases have 
moulded, sealed or carved decorations, which was common during the Tang dynasty. 
During the period from the Five dynasties to the Northern Song era, the Xing kilns 
declined sharply and were influenced by other kilns, such as the Jingdezhen kilns and 
Yaozhou kilns, and carved decorations on wares from the Xing kilns became common 
but of a poor quality, and may not have been for trading purposes (Li 1998:177). 
Dating evidence 
  Xing white stonewares manufactured in the Xing kilns have a long history which 
can be dated to as early as the late Sui dynasty (Huang 2009:168). Dating evidence of 
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late Tang Xing wares comes from both tombs and temple sites. Tombs and remains 
with the Xing white wares can be dated to the Tang Dynasty and a group of trustable 
tombs located in Lincheng city in Hebei Province yielded a set of fine Xing white 
wares, including jars, ewers, bowls and plates, which can be dated to 856 AD. The 
bowls have a bi-disc ring base marked with ‘Ying’. This is similar to the Xing white 
wares from the Belitung shipwreck (Li et al. 1990). A tomb located in Yixian County 
in Hebei Province dated to 864 AD, yielded a set of Xing white wares, including 
ewers, vases, plates and bowls. Again, one white vase has a ring-base marked with 
‘Ying’ (Shi 1988:66-70). A Tang temple located in Chang’an city has yielded over 40 
pieces of white Xing wares, which similarly have a bi-disc ring base and are marked 
with ‘Ying’ (Figure 4.9). This temple, named ‘Xi Ming Si’ (Ü\ ), was 
well-recorded in Chang An Zhi (History of Chang’an) and was established in 656 AD 
and destroyed during the late Tang period (An 1990:54-55). Another Tang temple, 
‘Qing Long Si (ôÿ\)’ has also been excavated and six pieces of Xing white bowls 
were found. These bowls have a bi-disc ring bas, also marked with ‘Ying’. A bowl 
marked with calligraphic writing, ‘Da Zhong Shi San Nian San Yue (13th March, 859 
AD)’ has also been discovered (Zhai and Wang 1997). 
 
 
Figure 4.9: Xing white bowls with a bi-disc footring found at the Xi Ming Si temple site.  
(left) (An 1990) and Qing Long Si Temple Site (Right) (Zhai and Wang 1997) 
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21. DINGW I (early Ding White stonewares, also the Xing white stoneware 
imitations, the sub-class of XINGW) 
(cf. Quan 2008) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                   Origin: Hebei 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 11: 5-11 
 
Definition 
  The fine quality white stoneware also fired in the Ding kilns is not mentioned any 
historical records until the 10th century. However, it has been demonstrated through 
strong archaeological evidence from the Ding kiln sites located in Quyang county of 
Hebei Province, that in the late Tang period good quality imitation white stonewares 
in the type of Xing wares were being fired. Therefore the Ding kilns are regarded as 
the successor to the Xing kilns for northern white ware manufacturing (Vainker 
1991:93, Feng 2009:330-331). According to the dating evidence from tombs (dated 
between 834 and 896 AD)(GZSWWGLWYH 1956, HNSWWKGYJS 2001), the Ding 
kilns started to fire fine white stoneware no later than the middle of the 9th century 
(Quan 2008:41-42, 44).  
  However, it should be noted that early Ding white stonewares are notoriously 
difficult to distinguish from Xing wares (Vainker 1991:93), leading to confusion for 
archaeologists and ceramists (Zhao and Zhang 2007, Quan 2008). Moreover, the 
Gongxian kilns (h4É) were also producing good quality white stonewares during 
the late Tang period (Quan and Meng 2008:162). 
Comparison to Xing white wares 
  In general, Ding white stonewares have very similar fabrics for both the paste and 
glaze to Xing white wares. Ding white stoneware may have the following features. 
The outside surface is poor-refined in terms of the body and glaze, although this does 
not indicate that the Ding white stoneware is of poor quality, rather that wheel marks 
can be more easily found on Ding white wares than Xing white wares. The applied 
glaze on the outside surface is uneven and traces of glaze running down to the middle 
part of the bowls can be very often seen; these glaze-running marks have been called 
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‘teardrops’. The bi-disc footring and base of Ding white stonewares are normally 
unglazed, while Xing wares have a full glazed base on the inside area of the footring. 
Finally the rolling rim is unevenly everted (Vainker 1991:93-94, Feng 2009:330-331).  
 
22. DINGW II (Ding white stonewares)  
(cf. Lin 1965, Zhang 1995) 
Body type: Stoneware/Porcelain                   Origin: Hebei 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 12: 1-7 
Definition 
From the late 10th to the early 11th centuries Ding white stonewares continued to be 
fired in Quyang county of Hebei Province, whilst the Xing kilns declined. The Ding 
kilns have a long history which ended during the Yuan dynasty. However, in terms of 
traded ceramic products found at sites in the western Indian Ocean, Ding white 
stoneware has been rarely found and can only be dated to the northern Song dynasty 
(960-1127 AD). Therefore, this class (DINGW II) only covers Ding white stonewares 
dated to the late 10th to 12th centuries.  
Detailed Description 
  DINGW II wares have a porcelain-like stoneware body, which is hard (high-fired), 
pure but slightly porous. The thickness of the body of the bowls or plates is thin; 
therefore, many of these wares are translucent. The body is normally light greyish 
white or light greyish and yellowish white, due to the coal-fired oxidising atmosphere 
in the 10th century and later (Vainker 1991:94). The glaze is thin and light yellowish 
white, or called ivory white, which is also due to the oxidizing atmosphere. Teardrop 
marks in the glaze remain present (Lin 1965, Vainker 1991:94-95).  
  The shapes of DINGW II wares mainly consist of bowls, plates, boxes, cups and 
cup-stands, vases and jars. For traded wares, bowls and plates are common. Unglazed 
rim wares (called Mang Kou, literally rough rim, see Figure 2.2 in Chapter 2) can be 
found, which are a result of the reversed placing employed by the kiln setters. This 
setting method was first utilised in the Ding kilns and was then introduced to the 
southern Chinese kilns (see JDZQB II, QB I Type and QB II Type). The date of Mang 
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Kou type wares is still debated (Lin 1965:411, Feng 2009:377); however, the Ding 
kilns reach their peak in production quantity and quality in the 11th to 12th centuries, 
and at this time the reverse setting method was widely applied (Vainker 1991:95-96). 
  In the term of decorations, the featured have changed. In the early Song dynasty 
(approximately in the second half of the 10th century), plain wares and bowls with 
lotus petals in relief on the exterior were common. In the 11th century carved and 
simplified flowers on the inside surface became popular and by the late 11th century to 
the 12th century, moulded and complicated designs were widely applied. The 
decorating designs mainly consisted of flowers, grass, phoenixes, butterflies, birds, 
dragons with sea-waving patterns, fish and so forth (Feng 2009:377-378). 
 
Table 4.6: Key dating evidence for class DINGW II. 
Site Type Locations Findings Dating Reference 
Tomb Liaoning Bowls, Plates, Ewers 959-986 AD (Feng 1975) 
Pagoda 
Remains 
Hebei Bowls, Plates, Ewers, etc. 995 AD (DXBWG 1978) 
Tomb Beijing Plate, Bowls and Jars 1053 AD (BJSWWGLC 1972) 
Tomb Beijing Bowls, Plates 1161 AD (BJSWWGLC 1977) 
Tomb Nanjing Bowls, Plates 1199 AD (NJSBWG 1973) 
 
  Table 4.6 lists some of the key archaeological sites that have yielded Ding white 
wares and the dating evidence. It can be seen from the Pagoda remains in Hebei that 
Ding white wares had already become a type of luxury for temple offering purposes; 
these white stonewares had been buried with metal wares, jade wares and glass wares 
for the funerals of monks in the basement of these pagodas (DXBWG 1978:45-48). It 
is also interesting to see that Ding stonewares were highly regarded as luxury items 
until the Southern Song period, when Song China lost the northern territories and 
trade between north and south China was severely limited. Bowls and plates were 
buried in the tomb of Zhang Tongzhi (t8), together with other luxuries, such as 
sliver wares, crystal beads and bronze mirrors (NJSBWG 1973:61-62).  
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23. CW I (Northern Chinese coarse white stonewares dated to 8th to 9th centuries)  
(cf. Feng 1964a, b, Zhou et al. 1995, BJYSBWG 2011) 
Body type: High-fired Pottery/Stoneware          Origin: Northern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 12: 8-13 
 
Definition 
  Class CW I refers to high-fired pottery or low-fired stoneware with a white slip that 
was mainly produced in northern China. According to the shapes, this class can be 
roughly dated to the 8th to 9th centuries (including the early and middle of the 10th 
century) (Feng and Li 2005a, b, Feng 2009). At this time southern China did not 
produce white stonewares (Li 1998:146). The main kilns of this class are the 
Gongxian kilns, Xing kilns, Ding kilns and Mixian kilns ([4É) in Hebei Province 
(Feng 1964b, 2009, BJYSBWG 2011:328-331). Ceramic products from the Gongxian 
kilns are the most common. 
Description 
  In comparison with the high quality Xing white stonewares and the Ding wares 
(XING I and DING I), CW I wares have a much low quality body fabric, which is soft 
(pottery-like stoneware) and porous, with very small black inclusions. The colour of 
the fabric mainly ranges from whitish grey to grey. Therefore, in order to whiten the 
low quality body, a thin layer of white slip was normally applied, which is milky and 
even, before applying the transparent glaze. Many wares were half glazed. 
  The ware shapes of class CW I are normally similar to those of the XING I and 
DING I classes, in that they are low and heavy, with a bi-disc footring. A flat base can 
be found, together with both rolled and straight rims. In terms of decorations, CW I 
wares are plain and very rarely are decorations seen, although some bowls are in the 
form of four floral petals (Feng and Li 2005a, b, BJYSBWG 2011:78). 
 
Dating evidence 
  At Beiyaowan in the Gongyi city of Henan Province, many tombs date from about 
the 3rd to 10th centuries AD. Among these tombs and dating to the Tang period, some 
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bowls with a white and milky slip have been found (Tombs: M2 and M15). These 
tombs have been attributed to the late Tang period through their coins and tomb 
structures (cf. Zhao et al. 1996:386-389, BJYSBWG 2011). 
 
24-25. CW II & CW III (coarse white stonewares)  
Body type: High-fired Pottery/Stoneware  Origin: Northern/Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 13  
Definition 
  Class CW II consists of white stoneware produced in both northern and southern 
China. Low quality white stoneware produced in the Cizhou kilns (ÄgÉ) in Hebei 
Province and the Xicun and Chaozhou kilns in Guangdong Province have been found 
in the western Indian Ocean (Kennet 2004:63, Zhao 2006:91, Yuba 2014:6). Northern 
Chinese coarse white stonewares can be easily distinguished from southern China 
ware according to the hardness of the body and the glaze fabric. 
General description 
  It remains unclear as to which were the original kilns which produced the lower 
quality white stonewares in northern China, although it appears that the Ding kilns, 
Mixian kilns and Cizhou kilns were all producing lower quality wares (Feng and Li 
2005a, b). However, the Guantai kiln site (Þ6ÉC) of the Cizhou kilns in Hebei 
was one of the most important kiln sites for imitating high quality Ding white 
stonewares (see DINGW II) and it did not have its own unique style (Cizhou type) 
until the early 11th century (Qin 2000a:2-4). According to Qin Dashu, Ding imitation 
white stonewares were made by the application of white slip, which is yellowish 
white. Imitation wares were decorated by incised and carved designs consisting of 
fish, flowers and lotus petals (Qin 2000a:2). Wang Jianbao reported that low quality 
white stonewares were also produced at the Banbijie kiln site (/JÛÉC) and the 
Lushang Cun kiln site (²ÉC); both of which are Cizhou kilns. Their white 
stoneware products have a yellowish grey paste that is rough, and slip was commonly 
applied, which is greyish or yellowish white. A transparent glaze on top of the slip has 
very small crazing (Wang 2010:8-11). Similar sherds have been found in Sharmah and 
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these have a good quality body, with a milky and yellowish green glaze. While these 
sherds cannot be categorically grouped with Guantai white stoneware, they do appear 
to have come from northern China (Zhao 2006:91).  
  In comparison with the northern Chinese coarse white stonewares, southern CW II 
wares have a relatively hard body, which is normally light greyish white (Kennet 
2004:63, Yuba 2014:6). The glaze is sometimes greyish white, pure white and bluish 
white and some wares are similar to QBW II Type wares. It has been confirmed that 
most come from the Bijiashan kiln site (ÊbÉC) of the Chaozhou kilns and a 
very limited number from the Xicun kilns (GDSBWG 1981:10-11, FPSM 1985:67). 
Many of the southern Chinese stonewares were carved with multiple layers of lotus 
petals on the exterior, and the tops of the petals are pointed.  
  However, the current understanding of this class of white stonewares from 
Guangdong is still poor and similar wares cannot be identified according to the 
excavation reports from the Bijiashan and Xicun kiln sites (GZSWWGLWYH 1958, 
GDSBWG 1981, GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987).  
Dating of classes CW II & CWIII 
According to Qin Dashu, Cizhou Guantai lower quality Ding white stonewares can 
be roughly dated to the 11th century (Qin 2000a:2-4), although from the Cizhou kiln 
sites it is apparent that low quality white stonewares continued to be manufactured 
into the 14th century (Wang 2010:8-11). The Xicun and Bijishan kiln sites have both 
been dated to the northern Song period, according to unearthed coins and typological 
studies of tombs (GZSWWGLWYH 1958:11, GDSBWG 1981:40).  
 
4.4.4 Blue and white ceramics complex 
  Blue and white fired pottery wares were fired in the Gongyi kiln during the 8th to 
9th centuries (HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 2011) and porcelain wares were 
manufactured from the 14th century onwards (JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 
2007). All these wares were much appreciated in the Near East (Vainker 
1991:138-139, Hallett 2010:77). 
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  It should be noted that there is no direct link either technically or historically 
between the two groups of blue and white ceramics (pottery and porcelain), to 
chronologically group them together (Wang 2004b). Before the successful firing of 
blue and white porcelain, there is a long historical gap of about 400 years when there 
is no evidence of the firing of blue and white ceramic wares in China, although it has 
been suggested that both manufactures of blue and white pottery and porcelain were 
strongly influenced by the export ceramic demands from the Near East (Feng 
2009:455). 
  This section will neither aim to further discuss the origin, nor provide 
archaeological evidence concerning the development of blue and white ceramics. 
Instead, this section attempts to separately introduce these key classes of blue and 
white ceramics during the 8th to 15th centuries. 
  There are two major classes of blue and white ceramics: Gongxian blue and white 
high-fired pottery (GXBW) and Jingdezhen blue and white porcelain (JDZBW). In 
general, JDZBW wares are high-fired porcelains, which can be easily distinguished 
from blue and white potteries produced in northern China or in other countries, such 
as Islamic blue and white and Southeast Asian blue and white wares. JDZBW wares 
have a wheel-turned or moulded and well-polished shape, with finely designed cobalt 
blue underglaze painted decorations. Because the JDZBW class has a long history, 
from the 14th to the 20th centuries, it can therefore be divided into five sub-classes 
(Figures 4.10 to 4.12): 
 
(1) JDZBW I-1 
Yuan Dynasty (early 14th century to 1368 AD) 
(2) JDZBW I-2: 
(3) JDZBW II-1 
Early Ming Dynasty (1368 AD to the early 15th century) 
(4) JDZBW II-2 
(5) JDZBW III Middle Ming (late 15th to 16th century) 
   
The division of class JDZBW basically follows the chronological changes of 
porcelain wares, including the elements of shapes, pigments, painting patterns and 
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marks. It needs to be noted that normally the variation in the blue colour from the 
cobalt pigment can be used to give the first reliable impression when examining a 
blue and white sherd. I use the word ‘impression’ because the final dating result must 
be based on the entire chronological information on shape, pattern, marks and body 
fabric of a ware or a sherd, and the blue colour may provide an incorrect date if a 
ware or sherd had been badly fired. The blue shades on blue and white porcelains can 
be divided into dark blue, light blue, purplish blue, blue and so forth.  
  Classes JDZBW I-1 and I -2 contain the group of Yuan blue and white porcelains, 
which were regarded as finely trade ceramics during the Yuan dynasty (Medley 1989, 
Vainker 1991). Historically, the Mongolian rulers were not interested in ceramic art 
and manufacturing during the early period of the Yuan dynasty, therefore ceramic 
wares were viewed as a type of ‘useless’ object but could be used for trading and 
exchange for ‘useful’ goods from foreign countries (:å½Bë¼¿!…Ä>
Y…åÓ
2}¼¿¶) (Anonymous 1998).  
  It can be confirmed that these classes were fired during the 14th century (Pope 1952, 
Medley 1989, Feng 2009), based on their decoration and forming quality. JDZBW I-1 
wares represent the higher quality blue and white porcelains, and can also be called 
‘Zhizheng Type (ÒD)’ blue and white porcelains, while JDZBW I-2 wares 
represent lower quality blue and white porcelains and can also be called ‘Yanyou 
Type (p"D)’ or ‘Philippine type’ blue and white porcelains. 
  The name ‘Zhizheng’ comes from the inscriptions on a pair of blue and white vases 
in the Percival David Foundation, where the inscription shows the absolute 
manufacturing date of these vases (Ò.k: the eleventh year of the Zhizheng 
Reign, 1351AD) (Harrison-Hall and Krahl 2009:52-53). Blue and white wares with 
similar decorations are therefore called Zhizheng type blue and white porcelain, and 
also the ‘Fourteenth-Century Group’, or Yuan Blue and White (%ôÔ) in Chinese 
writing. 
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Figure 4.10: Principal shapes and the names of blue and white porcelain during the Yuan Dynasty.  
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
Figure 4.11: Principal shapes and their names of blue and white porcelain during the early Ming 
Dynasty. 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
Figure 4.12: Principal shapes and their names of blue and white porcelain during the middle Ming 
Dynasty. 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
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  The name ‘Yanyou’ comes from a Yuan blue and white jar from a tomb dated to 
1319 AD (the sixth year of the Yanyou Reign in the Yuan dynasty %pÅ(k). This 
is the earliest example of Yuan blue and white porcelain with archaeological dating 
evidence (Wu 1984). However, this vase has an iron-blackish brown pattern coated 
with a light brown and transparent glaze, and therefore has been considered as 
iron-black blue and white, rather than a blue and white product (Lu 2012:50). The 
Yanyou type also has been named the Philippine type because there are a number of 
Yuan blue and white wares in a smaller size (in comparison with the Zhizheng type) 
with a simple and quick painted pattern that have been found in the Philippines 
(Addis 1968). 
  The current understanding on these two types is still debated and because the 
Yanyou type has not been fully accepted by Chinese scholars, with Huang Wei and 
Huang Qinghua suggesting that the Yanyou type is a form of early Yuan blue and 
white porcelain, which is from the growth and development period of Yuan blue and 
white (Huang and Huang 2012). Liu Xinyuan highlights that Yanyou type, or the 
Philippines type is a form of common porcelain products, which were fired in 
Jingdezhen between 1334 and 1386 AD, when production of official Zhizheng Yuan 
blue and white porcelain had been stopped. The potters working for the Fuliang Ciju 
(Fulian Porcelain Bureau¦Ä`) disbanded and started to produce porcelain freely 
in local common kilns, and this is why Yanyou type wares have free, quick and simple 
patterns (Liu 1982:18).  
  Class JDZBW II represents early Ming Chinese blue and white, and roughly dates 
from the Hongwu reign to the Xuande reign (1368-1435). This group has been found 
in relatively smaller quantities in the Indian Ocean sites, mainly because of the sea 
ban which was imposed at this time. 
  There are two sub-classes within JDZBW II. The first group, JDZBW II-1, consists 
of high quality blue and white porcelain, which can also be called imperial type 
porcelain (Lin and Zhang 2015:421-423). The second group, JDZBW II-2, is of a 
much lower quality. In general, JDZBW II is very similar to Yuan blue and white 
(JDZBW I) in both shape and cobalt patterning, and is of a large size with dark cobalt 
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blue. However, the patterns and designs have been changed slightly (BJSWWYJS 
2007:10-15). 
  Class JDZBW III represents a group of blue and white porcelain made in the 
Jingdezhen kilns, which can be dated to the middle Ming period (late 15th to the 
middle of the 16th centuries). 
During the period of classes JDZBW II and III production (the middle of 15th century), 
there were changes to the export of blue and white porcelain. A period of shortage in 
the manufacturing of the blue and white porcelain in China, called ‘an interregnum 
period’ (È¾), represents when the firing of ‘imperial porcelain’ in Jingdezhen was 
stopped on the orders of the new Ming emperor, Zhengtong, who disapproved of 
Xuande’s luxurious way of life since 1436 AD. Until the year 1457 AD, there are no 
reports of the re-opening of the imperial kilns in the historical records (Anonymous 
1962:Yingzong Shilu, Xu et al. 1976:Vol. 194: 981). There no imperial porcelain fired 
during this period has the imperial mark. and it is assumed that no imperial porcelain 
was produced during this period (Krahl 1986d:529, Feng 2009:500-502).  
 
26. GXBW (early blue and white high-fired pottery)  
(cf. Wang 2004b, HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 2011) 
Body type: high-fired pottery                Origin: Gongxian kilns 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 14: 1-2 
 
Definition  
  Blue and white high-fired pottery wares have been found only in the Gongxian 
kilns in Gongyi city of Henan Province. They revealed a blue and white ceramic 
assemblage in rare quantities (only some sherds), representing a small group of 
polychrome painted wares of Gongxian ceramic productions. White stonewares (see 
class CW I), green splashed wares and Sancai wares (see class GXPW) were also 
found. As a small group of pottery products from the Gongyi kilns, these are highly 
considered by Chinese scholars as an exotic style of wares influenced by art and 
painting techniques from central Asia and the Near East (Wang 2004b:62-63, 
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HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 2011). 
Detailed description 
  Early blue and white ceramics have cobalt-blue painting directly onto the biscuit 
wares. No white slip has been used but the body is light greyish white, white or 
yellowish white, and a transparent glaze has been applied after cobalt painting. The 
cobalt blue has black spots and is in different shades, greyish blue, dark blue and blue. 
The firing temperature is normally higher (about 1200°C) than for other polychrome 
wares (Wang 2004b:58-59) and results in a hard fabric.  
  Early blue and white ceramics normally have cobalt blue painted and stylised floral 
patterns, which have been called an overlapping lozenge motif (Krahl et al. 2010:80). 
Otherwise, freely splashed patterns, quick painted flowers and playing children can be 
seen (Ouyang 2011). The known shapes of early blue and white potteries are mainly 
plates, bowls, boxes, head-rests, jars and ewers (HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 
2011, Ouyang 2011).  
Dating evidence 
  The earliest datable blue and white ceramic ware comes from the Zheng Rentai 
Tomb (é¢I) which dates to 664 AD (SXSBWG and LQXWJJ 1972). However, 
this is not an example of mature blue and white ceramics due to the firing temperature 
and painting techniques (Wang 2004b:58). Sherds of blue and white potteries have 
been found in the Tang remains of the Baihe kiln site (¾ÉC) in Gongyi city. 
Among them, one sherd has a similar cobalt painted pattern to a dish found in the 
Belitung shipwreck (Krahl et al. 2010:260, HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 
2011:57) 
27. JDZBW I-1 (Zhizheng Type Yuan Blue and White Porcelain)  
(cf. Sun 1966, Krahl 1986b, Lv 2004, JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007) 
Body type: Porcelain                       Origin: Jingdezhen Kilns 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 14: 3-10 
 
Definition 
  Class JDZBW I-1 wares are high quality ceramics, which are normally large in size 
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(Feng 2009). The common shapes consist of plates, bowls, stem cups, jars, and vases 
(Yu Hu Chun Ping & Mei Ping) (Figure 4.13, Figure 4.14: right and Figure 4.15: 
right), ewers and so forth (Figure 4.10). The Zhizheng type has been regarded as the 
official type or high class objects, some of which were produced for the Fuliang 
Cijufor central court (Liu 1981c). The inscriptions on the David Vases dates to 1351 
AD and indicates that they are offering objects rather than for official use. This means 
that common class people in the Yuan dynasty could also own them. However, there is 
no debate that Zhizheng type wares were produced for central court and high-class 
individuals, and were produced under the supervision of the Fuliang Porcelain Bureau 
(Li 1994, Chen 2012). Many Zhizheng type products were used for export trading and 
were exchanged for ‘useful’ goods (Chen 2012).  
Detailed description 
Body, glaze and pigment 
  JDZBW I-1 wares have a heavy and thick porcelain body, which normally has been 
mould-formed and well-polished. Wheel-turned objects can also be found, and are 
normally smaller sized objects with a regular shape, without floral rims or other 
applique and ornamental decorations. Because they are a larger size, especially the 
jars and vases, these wares are normally divided into two or three sections when being 
formed and joint marks can be found on the internal surface. The body of JDZBW I-1 
wares is dense, hard but not very pure, although purer than a stoneware body but not 
as pure in comparison to Ming and Qing blue and white bodies. Small pores can be 
observed by the naked eye in the greyish white body. The body has a clear red-stain, 
which is a thin line near the edge of the glaze, although sometimes the red-stain is full 
and is on the base where the body is exposed. 
  JDZBW I-1 wares have a transparent and thin glaze in a very light bluish green, 
which may be hard to see. A thicker glaze is relatively darker bluish green and 
crackles are only found very rarely. Bowls, plates, and stem cups are normally well 
and fully glazed, while vases, jars and ewers are well glazed only on the outside 
surface and their inside surfaces are freely and quickly, or not fully glazed. All the 
objects have an unglazed base (Figure 4.14: left) and the only exception is the Yu Hu 
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Chun Ping vase, which is full glazed (Figure 4.15: left) (Feng 2009:461).  
  Between the body and glaze, cobalt blue can be found, which has been painted onto 
the body and is dark blue or blackish blue. For the blue pigments, it was called Su Ma 
Li (ÕýÇ), and it has been believed that was imported from the Near East by both 
land and sea trades. For example, Liu Xinyuan suggests that Qamsar was the source 
for cobalt during the Yuan dynasty (Liu 1989). This imported cobalt ore is with a high 
percentage of inculsions of iron and manganese oxides (Kerr and Wood 
2004:676-682). Small metal black points can be therefore seen on the blue patterns 
when examining sherds in bright sunlight, which are mainly because of the high 
percentage of iron, which gives a metal-black appearance to the pigment (Figure 4.16). 
These black points often occur on the cross-point of painting strokes or area filled 
with cobalt pigment (Sun 1966, Lv 2004), and are very common on blue and white 
porcelain from the Yuan and early Ming period. In comparison with late Ming and 
Qing blue and white porcelains, the Yuan blue and white has a much darker cobalt 
blue. 
 
Figure 4.13: An example of a Meiping vase consisting of three sections and six layers of cobalt blue 
paintings. 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
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Figure 4.14: Base and shape of a blue and white porcelain Meiping vase dating from the Yuan 
dynasty 
(Height: 401mm) (SHBWG 2012:84-85) 
 
 
Figure 4.15: Base and Shape of a blue and white porcelain Yu Hu Chun vase dating from the Yuan 
dynasty. 
(Height: 265mm) (SHBWG 2012:86-87) 
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Figure 4.16: Metal black points in the cobalt blue patterns on Yuan blue and white porcelain. 
(Photograph by Ran Zhang) 
 
 
Shapes, decorations and inscriptions 
  It has been noted that JDZBW I-1 porcelains are normally mould-formed and their 
shape are very large and heavy. Because of the mould forming, the plates and bowls 
have a floral rim, which is flattened and thickened. The heavy shapes need a thick 
footring, which is ex-turned or spread.  
  JDZBW I-1 porcelains have complicated cobalt blue decorations, which cover 
nearly the entire space on the porcelain surface. Regina Krahl suggests that these 
complicated decorations required a large painting space and this is one of the reasons 
why Yuan blue and white became larger than ever before (Krahl 1986c:74).  
  JDZBW I-1 porcelains have a neat and regular pattern design. Normally, an object 
has several layers of band decorations, which have different motifs. Plates often have 
three or five layers, jars normally have four layers, although five and seven layers 
have been found, while vases often have five to six layers (Feng 2009:459).  
  The motifs can be divided into the main motifs and decorative motifs. The main 
		 228	
motifs include animals, birds, fish, flowers, fruits, figures (Figure 4.17), religious 
signs, dragons, phoenixes and so forth (see Appendix 6: Patterns 6 and 9). Decorating 
motifs include stylised grass, clouds, water-waves, floral scrolls, plants, lotus petals 
and so forth (see Appendix 6: Patterns 4, 5, 7, 8 and 10). 
 
 
Figure 4.17: Scenes on a Yuan blue and white porcelain jar. 
These describes a story from Yuan drama, the Sangu Maolu (÷Öl The Three Visits to the 
Thatched Hut), from Sanguozhi Pinghua (Awjß Plain Narrative on the History of the Three 
Kingdoms). 
(Carswell 2000:36) 
 
  There are some unique features in the decorating and painting of JDZBW I-1 
porcelains. They do not necessarily occur on all porcelains but they are the most 
typical features for dating Yuan blue and white: 
  Leaves are always painted in the shape of a gourd, and a leaf normally has five 
pointed tops (see Appendix 6: Pattern 5). Flowers always have a white edge and 
flower petals are not fully filled (see Appendix 6: Pattern 6). Decorative lotus petals 
(Yang Lian Pattern ØÍ) have been separately outlined (In the Ming and Qing 
periods, Yang Lian lotus petals shared edges) (see Appendix 6: Pattern 7). Some lotus 
petals have a thick outline, which is fully filled with cobalt blue. The stylised 
water-wave patterns look like creeping worms, which is unique to Yuan blue and 
white porcelains (see Appendix 6: Pattern 8). The Ruyi-shaped panel has a triple-lined 
outline, where the middle line is thickened and the two other lines are very thin. 
Inside the Ruyi-shaped panel is filled with a stylised wave-pattern and normally with 
a horse, a lotus or flowers (see Appendix 6: Pattern 10).  
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Possible manufacturing kilns 
  JDZBW I-1 porcelains were fired in local kilns in Jingdezhen but no individual 
firing kiln for specially producing Yuan blue and white has been identified. It appears 
that many kilns in the Jingdezhen area during the Yuan dynasty were producing 
similar blue and white porcelains. Zhizheng type wares were fired in the kiln sites on 
the southern bank of the Nanhe River of Hutian (ª½1), Luoma Qiao (Ùú) 
and Zhushan (¸b ) (cf. Kerr and Wood 2004:676, JXSWWKGYJS and 
JDZMYBWG 2007) 
Identification points for small sherds 
  Broken and small sherds of the class JDZBW I-1 may not have the featured 
patterns, but there are several points, which can help in identifying Zhizheng Yuan 
blue and white (cf. Sun 1966, Lv 2004, Feng 2009:461-462): 
• It has a very thick body: 1 centimetre or more. 
• The porcelain body is relatively soft and rough, with some small pores. 
• The cobalt is dark blue with many metal black points. 
• The glaze is thin and transparent, and in a very light bluish green. 
• The cobalt blue patterns are neatly painted (not freely). 
• The base or footring is unglazed when examining a base sherd. 
• The footring normally is ex-turned 
• Could find red-stain at the area where the body exposed 
 
28. JDZBW I-2 (Lower Quality Yuan Blue and White Porcelain)  
(cf. Addis 1968, Liu 1981c, Li 2006) 
Body type: Porcelain                       Origin: Jingdezhen Kilns 
Drawing: see Figure 4.18 
 
Definition 
  JDZBW I-2 is a group of lower quality Yuan blue and white, and these porcelains 
have a smaller size and a thin body in comparison with JDZBW I-1 objects. Their 
cobalt blue paintings are free and quick and items can be easily distinguished from 
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JDZBW I-1 mainly based on the porcelain quality. JDZBW I-2 porcelains have been 
widely discovered in Southeast Asian, especially in the Philippines. However, they 
have been also found in India and Iran in a significant amounts (Chen 2012). This 
group of porcelain has been regarded as Yanyou type blue and white, which Liu 
Xinyuan noted as being freely manufactured without the strict patterns and shapes 
designed for official courts, which is the opposite of JDZBW I-1 wares. 
Description 
Body, glaze and pigment 
  JDZBW I-2 porcelains are much smaller in size with a thin body, normally no 
thicker than 1 cm, often 0.5 cm. They have a porcelain body but it is relatively soft 
and rough, which this is very similar to JDZBW I-1 porcelain. JDZBW I-2 objects are 
normally wheel-turned and the shape is simple and regular without ornamental 
decorations.  
  The glaze is more similar to Qingbai porcelain, which is light bluish green. A thin 
and transparent glaze can also be found, which is similar to the glaze of JDZBW I-1 
porcelain. JDZBW I-2 wares also have a dark blue pattern, which shows no 
differences compare to JDZBW I-1 patterns. However, the cobalt ore may not have 
been well-prepared and therefore the high percentage of iron gives the blue colour 
greater variation, from dark blue to greyish blue.  
Shapes and decorations 
  JDZBW I-2 porcelains were much smaller in size in comparison to JDZBW I-1 
wares and their shapes mainly consist of bowls, small jars (e.g. Figures 4.10 and 4.18), 
stem cups, small boxes, small ewers and small Yu Hu Chun Ping vases (Figures 4.10 
and 4.19). Bowls also have ex-turned, heavy and thick footrings, small jars always 
have two or four ring-lugs near the rim, and ewers with a long spout are normally in 
the form of a gourd or pear. The bases of JDZBW I-2 wares are normally unglazed 
(the Yu Hu Chun Ping vase is an exception).  
  JDZBW I-2 porcelains also have much simpler pattern designs, with the floral 
scroll being the most common pattern. Chrysanthemums and Gardenia florida (a 
flower typically with six petals) are the most common flowers on these scrolls, 
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although sunflowers can also be found, and their centres have a cross-hatched flower 
pad. The floral scroll has been achieved using flicks of the brush to the left, which 
gives a ‘windblown’ effect (layer 2). The stylised leaves are usually drawn in outline 
only, and are used to decorate the lower section of jars and vases (Addis 1968, Liu 
1981c).  
 
Figure 4.18: An example of a small jar from class JDZBW I-2 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
Figure 4.19: Yuan blue and white small jars in the Yanyou type, also called the Philippine type.  
(Addis 1968:plate39-b) 
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Possible manufacturing kilns 
  Similar to JDZBW I-1, JDZBW I-2 porcelains were also fired in the Jingdezhen 
local kilns and again no individual firing kiln has been identified. It has been 
suggested that they were fired in the northern bank area of the Nanhe River of 
Jingdezhen City (Liu and Bai 1980, Li 2006), and further kiln site information and 
archaeological evidence is eagerly expected. 
 
Identification points for small sherds 
  Broken and small sherds from class JDZBW I-2 are more difficult to distinguish in 
comparison with JDZBW I-1 sherds, because their cobalt blue pattern is freely and 
quickly painted, which can be easily confused with early Ming blue and white 
production. There are several key features that may be helpful for identifying them: 
(1) JDZBW I-2 wares are of a much smaller size and have a thin body, normally no 
thicker than 1 cm and sometimes between 5mm and 7mm. 
(2) The porcelain body is relatively soft and rough with rare small pores, which is 
similar to JDZBW I-1wares. 
(3) The cobalt is dark blue but sometimes lighter than the cobalt blue of JDZBW 
I-1porcelain. 
(4) The glaze is thin, transparent and light bluish green, which is similar to Qingbai 
porcelain. 
(5) The cobalt blue patterns are freely painted and have one, two or three decorating 
layers; paintings of leaves exhibit the ‘windblown’ effect. 
(6) The base or footring is unglazed when examining a base sherd. 
(7) The footring is normally ex-turned. 
(8) May find a red-stain at the area where the body is exposed. 
Distribution of JDZBW II (Yuan Blue and White Porcelain) 
  The distribution of Yuan blue and white porcelain in the Indian Ocean, including 
East Asia, has been studied and reported by Chen Jie (SHBWG 2012:256-265). To 
further focus upon the western Indian Ocean, Table 6.9 in Appendix 5 gives more 
sites and information that have previously been ignored (see column CBW: KN60). 
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But this table excludes the well-known museum collections, such as the Topkapi 
Museum in Turkey (39 pieces of complete Yuan blue and white porcelain wares) 
(Krahl 1986b) and the Ardebil Shrine (33 pieces) (Pope 1956), and this is mainly 
because they are not archaeological materials.  
  In particular the sites of Tughlaq Palace (Site 2) in India, Hormuz Island (Site 53) 
in Iran, Fustat (Site 101) and Aydhab (Site 127) in Egypt and Kilwa (Site 108) in 
Tanzania, have yielded a certain number of Yuan blue and white porcelain. Moreover, 
the Red Sea Shipwreck produced a number of Yuan blue and white porcelain sherds 
and they are in variations of shapes and painting motifs. The understanding of these 
sherds is still relatively limited due to the fact that they are in private collections 
(Carswell 2000, SHBWG 2012). This material urgently needs further study. 
 
29. JDZBW II-1 (High quality early Ming blue and white porcelain)  
(cf. Krahl 1986b, Geng 1993b, BJDXKGWBXY et al. 2007, 2009) 
 
Body type: Porcelain                       Origin: Jingdezhen Kilns 
Drawing: None 
Definition 
  JDZBW II-1 is a group of high quality porcelain, which normally is large in size 
and has a heavy body. Common shapes are plates and bowls, vases, ewers and Kendi 
ewers. The good quality of this class is represented not only by the well-formed and 
fine-glazed porcelains, but also imperial type porcelain (or called imperial pattern 
porcelain T»> ), which have both been found in small quantities in 
archaeological sites in the Indian Ocean, such as at Hormuz island (from the 
Williamson Collection) and Fustat in Egypt (Yuba 2014:11-12). Examples can also be 
found in a large number of museum collections, such as the Topkapi Museum (Krahl 
1986c:66).  
  This group may indirectly be linked to Zheng He’s voyages and his expeditions to 
the Indian Ocean may have presented these high quality ceramics as gifts to the 
Sultan, local kings and officers in the Indian Ocean. Therefore, JDZBW II-1 wares 
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mainly consist of imperial type blue and white porcelain and high quality blue and 
white porcelain. 
Description 
Body, glaze and pigment 
  Like the Yuan blue and white in class JDZBW I-1, JDZBW II-1 wares also have a 
heavy and thick porcelain body (but thinner than Yuan blue and white), which is 
dense and hard. The body fabric is purer than in Yuan blue and white. JDZBW II-1 
porcelains also have a transparent and thin glaze in very light bluish green, like 
JDZBW01-1. Crackles can only be be found very rarely in the glaze, and all the wares 
have been finely glazed. Bowls, plates and large pieces of objects normally have an 
unglazed base (Figure 4.11) (Feng 2009:461).  
  The cobalt blue has been painted between the body and the glaze, and is dark blue 
or blackish blue. Small metal black points can also be seen in the blue patterns when 
examining sherds in bright sunlight, is similar to Yuan blue and white and again due 
to the cobalt ore containing a high percentage of iron, which gives a metal-black 
appearance to the pigment. These black points often occur on the cross-points of 
painting strokes or the areas filled with cobalt pigments. The cobalt blue is more 
evenly dispersed than on the Yuan blue and white (JDZBW I), and the pattern design 
painted has a dispersed effect (Figure 4.20).  
 
 
Figure 4.20: The dispersed cobalt blue on porcelain in classes JDZBW II-1 (left) and II-2 (right). 
(Krahl et al. 1986a: 395-pic 567; Yuba, 2014: 13-fig.7-1) 
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Shapes, decorations and inscriptions 
  Plates and bowls are common shapes in class JDZBW II-1, although Tianqiu 
bottles, Baoyue flasks and Meiping vases are also popular in this period. Generally, 
the size of the plates and bowls is slightly smaller than Yuan blue and white porcelain 
but larger pieces can also be found with diameters up to 60cm (cf. Geng 
1993b:Chapters 2, 3).   
  Cobalt painted patterns have changed but are still dark blue with metal points. 
Complete collections of high quality ceramics can be seen in the Topkapi Palace in 
Turkey and the Ardebil Shrine in Iran, which perfectly represent and depict early 
imperial Ming blue and white porcelain. The motifs on the plates or bowls have been 
carefully and neatly painted, and are not as fully distributed as the Yuan blue and 
white porcelains. The patterns on JDZBW II-1 wares have been painted neatly and 
complicatedly but there is much more un-painted space for the white background in 
comparison with Yuan blue and white. The decorating pattern of lotus petals in this 
period is not separately painted, and the stylised sea-wave pattern is more similar to 
real sea-waves, than appearing worm-shaped (see Appendix 6: Pattern 11). Sanskrit or 
Tibetan letters are used as the decorating patterns painted near the rims of plates, 
bowls and on the middle section of ewers, and these letters can be read as spells.  
 
Figure 4.21: An Imperial blue and white bowl in early Ming Dynasty. 
(Height: 165mm) (Krahl 1986b:411) 
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  Two points need to be noted: 1) imperial type early Ming blue and white porcelain 
has only been very rarely found at archaeological sites around the Indian Ocean area 
(Lin and Zhang 2015); and 2) as a chronological development, some collections have 
both Yuan and early Ming features, which can be seen as transitional objects (during 
the Hongwu reign). As Figure 4.21 shows, this bowl has been dated to the early Ming 
period due to the merged lotus-petal pattern on the lower section. However, the floral 
scroll on the middle section and the stylized sea-wave near the rim retain features of 
the Yuan blue and white style, as the flowers have white edge, the leaves still have a 
gourd shape, and the sea-waves look like worm shaped. 
Dating evidence 
  An imperial blue and white plate with Wucai-enamelled painting and decorative 
Tibetan letters can be dated to the Xuande period (AD 1426-1435) based on the cobalt 
blue reign mark ‘Da Ming Xuan De Nian Zhi (KWvk+, Made in the Xuande 
Reign of the Great Ming Dynasty)’ and legible Tibetan alphabet decoration was 
common in the early Ming period (TJIOCA and TFPSM 1992:141-143). In the 
western Indian Ocean, a similar type of blue and white porcelain was also found in 
Julfar in the United Arab Emirates between 1988 and 1995, and dating by 
Pirazzoli-T’Serstevens (2003:3-10) suggests it is from the early 15th century and 
likewise for finds in Fustat in Egypt dated by Tadanori Yuba (2014:10-11). 
 
30. JDZBW II-1 (Low quality early Ming blue and white porcelain)  
(cf. BJSWWYJS 2007) 
Body type: Porcelain                       Origin: Jingdezhen Kilns 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 15: 1-8 
 
Definition 
  Lower quality blue and white from class JDZBW II-2 can be roughly dated to the 
early Ming period, including the very late Yuan dynasty (approximately the middle of 
the 14th century to the middle of the 15th century). The dating of this group is very 
different compared to JDZBW II-1, as the high quality porcelain could be dated much 
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more precisely because the imperial type porcelain closely following dynastic 
changes and was strongly influenced by imperial ceramic designs and manufacturing. 
The lower quality blue and white porcelain in this group covers a longer period than 
the high quality group, mainly because chronological changes occur slowly and are 
only slight.  
 
Description 
Body, glaze and pigment 
  The body of JDZBW II-2 wares is relatively rough, and it is hard but not dense. 
Some examples have a stoneware-like body but this is harder than stoneware. The 
body is light grey and the area where the body is exposed on the footring commonly 
is red-stained. A spanning mark can be seen on the footring, which seems to have 
been formed very quickly and not polished very well (NJSBWY 1976).  
  JDZBW II-2 has a transparent and thin glaze in a very light bluish green, which 
shows no differences compared to other groups of blue and white porcelain in classes 
JDZBW I and II. Only very rarely can crackles be found in the glaze, and the 
porcelain has been glazed quickly and unevenly. Sometimes, there is an unglazed ring 
on the inside base of wares, which means that they have been manufactured as a 
group within a saggar. All bowls, plates and large pieces of objects have an unglazed 
base. The cobalt blue pattern has a much lighter blue than JDZBW I and JDZBW II-1 
porcelains. The pattern has been quickly painted and the motifs, such as floral scrolls, 
have been stylised and cannot be easily recognised. Lower quality blue and white 
porcelain wares dating to the early Ming period have various colours of glaze and 
body because of the un-balance kiln atmosphere.  
Shapes, decorations and inscriptions 
  Plates and bowls are common in class JDZBW II-2, and are of an intermediate size 
with a diameter no larger than 20cm (normally 15cm), according to the excavation of 
the Maojiawan Site in Beijing (BJSWWYJS 2007:10-15). The ex-turned footring 
from the Yuan dynasty had changed to in-turned. Bowls and plates normally have a 
wide mouth and the body is becoming thinner. 
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  The pattern designs are freely and quickly painted: floral scrolls, flowers, fish or 
birds designs on the outside surface are highly stylized, and cannot be easily 
recognised. Chinese characters or Sanskrit letters of a larger size than the letters on 
JDZBW II-1 wares, which may not be readable decorate the outside of wares 
(BJSWWYJS 2007). On the inside of bowls, Chinese characters, such as ‘Fu (Æ, 
Luck)’ or ‘Shou (], Long Life)’ are found in the centre (see Appendix 6: Pattern 12) 
(Geng 1993a:13, Li 2000). Flowers, lotus and grass have also been found painted on 
the inside. 
Dating evidence  
  Lower quality blue and white porcelain sherds were found at the Maojiawan site in 
Beijing between 2005 and 2007 and have been dated to the early Ming period 
(BJSWWYJS 2007:302-305). 
Possible manufacturing kilns of JDZBW II wares 
  Possible manufacturing kilns of JDZBW II wares are uncertain because these are 
imperial type ceramics and low quality porcelain rather than imperial ceramics.  
Early Ming blue and white porcelain was manufactured at the kiln site located on the 
northern hillside of Zhushan hill (¸b-ü) in Jingdezhen (BJDXKGWBXY et al. 
2007:44). However, JDZBW II wares have a similar body and fabric to imperial 
ceramics, which indicates that they come from the same kiln (the lower quality may 
come neighbouring kilns in Jingdehzhen). 
 
31. JDZBW III (Middle Ming blue and white porcelain)  
(cf. Krahl 1986b, BJSWWYJS 2007) 
Body type: Porcelain                       Origin: Jingdezhen Kilns 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 15: 9-18 
 
Definition and dating  
  This is a group of blue and white porcelain made in the Jingdezhen kilns, which 
can be dated to the middle Ming period (approxi. the late of 15th to the middle of 16th 
century). However, it should be noticed that the definitions of blue and white 
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porcelain from the middle Ming period are many and unclear. Regina Krahl stats that 
Chinese porcelain from the middle Ming dynasty roughly covers the period from the 
late Xuande reign (1426-1435 AD) to the Jiajing period (1521-1567 AD), including 
the ‘interregnum’ period (1436-1464 AD) (Krahl 1986c:529), based on the 
understanding of the Chinese ceramic collection which includes blue and white 
porcelain, monochrome porcelain and polychrome porcelain, kept in Topkapi 
Museum. Simlar division has defined this period more precisely to the period from 
1433 to 1554 AD, according to Chinese historical events (Liu 2005:16-17). Lv 
Chenglong, by his lecture in 2008, voices a different opinion and defines blue and 
white porcelain of the middle Ming period starting in the Chenghua period and ending 
in the Zhengde reign (1464 to 1521). His argument is mainly based on the changing 
cobalt ore applied to the porcelain, which gives a different colour to blue and white 
porcelain, and can be distinguished from the earlier and later periods (Lv 2008). 
  The JDZBW III class is mainly based on Lv Chenglong’s argument which defines 
blue and white porcelain of the middle Ming dynasty by the cobalt blue changes to the 
porcelain as one of the most important features for distinguishing them from other 
blue and white groups. It needs to be noted that based on Lv’s argument, precise dates 
for this period cannot be provided because the use of cobalt ore gradually changed 
from a period to the next, which this change not following dynastic or historic 
changes. The introduction of so-called Hui Qing (@ô) occurred in the Jiajing reign 
(1521-1567); however, it is difficult to precisely date the time of this introduction 
which marks the start of the late Ming blue and white porcelain period. According to a 
tomb dated to the 25th year of the Jiajing reign (1546 AD), Hui Qing blue was being 
applied to porcelain wares, but it had not occurred in another tomb dated to the 6th 
year of the Jiajing period (<õ(k: 1527 AD) (Yang 1983:90). Hence, class 
JDZBW III roughly dates from the late 15th to the middle of the 16th century.  
  The quality of all this class of porcelain is good but it is rare to find imperial type 
blue and white porcelain in archaeological sites, although it may have existed. Regina 
Krahl suggests that three sherds in the Williamson Collection can be identified as an 
imitation style of palace porcelain in the Chenghua reign (Priestman 2005:310). 
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Therefore, it is hard to divide JDZBW III wares into sub-groups, such as high and low 
quality types. 
Description 
Body, glaze and shape 
  The body and glaze of JDZBW III is more dense and pure, but this change is slight 
and sometimes the body and glaze may look the same as blue and white porcelain of 
the Yuan and early Ming period. The thickness of the body is much thinner than in 
classes JDZBW I and II, and the thickness of bowls and plates is normally about 1cm, 
rarely is it thicker than 1.5cm. The glaze is normally slight bluish white or the 
whiteness of an egg white.  
  The size of bowls and plates is normally intermediate and large, with the mouth 
diameter of intermediate sized bowls/plates no larger than 20cm/30cm (BJSWWYJS 
2007) and for larger sizes is about 30cm/50cm (Krahl 1986c). Bowls and plates 
normally have an in-turned footring, which sometime is of the ‘Wa Zu Guo Jian (|ã
äÐ)’ type, a typical footring of the middle Ming dynasty (Liu and Bai 1980). The 
shape of the bowls and plates varies, a wide rim, floral rim, straight body and round 
body can all be found (BJSWWYJS 2007).  
  It has been suggested that the large bowls and plates in this class were produced to 
imitate Yuan blue and white porcelain (JDZBW I-1) (Carswell 2000:131); however, 
this class has a much thinner body and can be easily distinguished from the Yuan 
porcelain group. 
Pigment, decoration and pattern motifs 
  From the end of the 16th century, there was no historically mention about the 
imports of cobalt ore until the 20th century. It might link that the Chinese native cobalt 
ore had been successfully and vastly mined at that time Kerr and Wood 
2004:684-685). The Chinese cobalt ore named ‘Po Tang Qing’ (óHô) or ‘Ping 
Deng Qing’ (jËô) results in much lighter blue colour with a bit of grey to blue and 
white porcelain. In the middle and late Ming dynasty, this cobalt ore was gradually 
substituted by another blue called ‘Shi Zi Qing’ (ÃQô), which gives an even more 
greyer blue. 
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  Patterns in this group are quickly and freely painted and motifs of the Buddhist 
Vajra, a lion playing with brocaded balls, floral scrolls, lotus and stylised flowers are 
all common (see Appendix 6: Pattern 13). Almost all the paintings are diffused and 
strokes are thick, which is very similar to in class JDZBW II but the motifs are 
different. 
  The bowls and plates normally have a fully decorated pattern on both the inside and 
outside surfaces and blank spaces are rare. This style has been described as ‘horror 
vacui’ (fear of empty spaces), and also occurs on Yuan blue and white. In this group 
the naturalism of motifs is lost, and they are fully stylised (Krahl 1986c:533) (Figure 
4.22). For example, the floral scrolls may have an intermittent stalk and the blank 
space is fully filled with small flowers and leaves. The ‘horror vacui’ effect was also 
applied to a low quality bowl made in Jingdezhen, which was decorated with dots 
(Priestman 2005:311, JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007:354, 462-464). 
 
 
Figure 4.22: The so-called ‘horror vacui’ decoration effect on porcelain. 
A sherd from the Williamson Collection (left) and a plate (right) 
(Krahl, et al. 1986: 563-fig: 733) 
 
  Emperor Zhengde (1505-1521 AD) was fascinated by Muslim culture and artworks, 
including porcelain, turned to the Islamic style, with many items decorated with 
Arabic words or inscriptions (Krahl 1986c:534-536). These Arabic inscriptions on 
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blue and white porcelain are therefore very helpful as they can be used to date the 
period to the early 16th century. Dishes with flattened and floral rim, a lion playing 
with a beribboned ball were used as decoration at the centre of the inside surface 
(Krahl et al. 1986: 539-fig: 647) (Figure 4.23). 
  So-called armorial porcelain wares were specially designed for the Portuguese 
royal family, with patterns such as armillary spheres, armorial and/or coats of arms. 
The earliest armorial porcelain wares made for the Portuguese market date as early as 
the 1520s and some pieces of armorial porcelain have been dated to the 1540s (Figure 
4.24) (Matos 2002/2003:36, Lin 2010:89-93).  
 
Figure 4.23: Porcelain bowl and pen-rest decorated with Arabic inscriptions. 
(scales: height of a, b=135mm and width of c=197mm) (Left-Krahl 1986a: 444-fig: 778; right-the 
British Museum: 1973.7-26.366) 
 
 
Figure 4.24: A ewer in the Islamic style and a bowl with armillary spheres and Portuguese arms 
dated to 1541 AD. 
(Height: 270mm and 115mm) (Krahl 1986b:443- fig: 661; 449-fig:812). 
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4.4.5 Polychrome ceramic complex 
  The polychrome ceramics is a large group of wares that are the opposite to the 
monochrome wares, according to the glaze appearance of the ceramic wares. In many 
cases ceramics have painted patterns, using copper red or iron black patterns based on 
oxide firings (Vainker 1991:221, Pierson 1996:58). The early group mainly consists of 
underglazed painted wares (cf. Zhou and Zheng 1985, GZSWWGLWYH and 
AMOCUH 1987, CSYKTZ 1996), green splashed wares (cf. HNSWWKGYJS and 
ZGWHYCYJY 2011), Sancai wares (cf. HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 2011), 
Cizhou wares (cf. Qin 2000b) and blue and white ceramics (see blue and white 
ceramic complex); the later group mainly consists of Jun-glazed celadon wares (íÉ) 
(cf. BJDXKGWBXY and HNSWWKGYJS 2005) and so-called hare-fur black glazed 
stonewares (&Â) (cf. Li 1995a). 
  Because blue and white ceramics (both potteries and porcelains) are found in large 
quantities at archaeological sites and within historical documents, these have been 
separately introduced as classes within the blue and white ceramic complex. 
Therefore, this section will focus on introducing the key classes of other polychrome 
wares that were exported to the western Indian Ocean. There are six key classes of 
ceramics: GXPW (Gongxian polychrome wares), CSPW (Changsha polychrome 
wares), XCPW (Xicun polychrome wares), JTBW (Jian-type black wares), CZBWW 
(Cizhou black and white wares) and JDZCWP (Jingdezhen Copper-red and white 
porcelains). 
  In the Chinese ceramic trade to the western Indian Ocean, according to Dataset 3, 
except for Changsha polychrome wares, other groups were found in only small 
quantities. Xicun polychrome wares, Jian-type black wares, Jingdezhen red and white 
porcelains and Cizhou black and white wares have only been very rarely reported 
(Priestman 2005, Zhao 2006, Liu et al. 2012), and it is not certain whether Jizhou 
polychrome wares and Jun-glazed celadon wares were traded. 
 
 
		 244	
32. GXPC (Gongxian Green Splashed/Sancai Ceramics) 
(cf. HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWWYJS 2007, HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 
2011, BJYSBWG 2011) 
Body type: high-fired pottery/stoneware Origin: Gongxian kilns/southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 16 
 
Definitions 
  The Gongxian kilns located in Henan province were famous for producing 
polychrome wares that consist of green splashed and Sancai (u , literally 
Triple-colour). In addition, the Gongxian kilns also produced coarse white stonewares, 
which have been discussed in class CW I (Feng 2009:331-333) 
  The polychrome ceramics produced in the Gonxian kilns have a high-fired pottery 
body with a lead glaze. Sancai type glaze is common, followed by a green splashed 
glaze (Krahl et al. 2010). However, it has been suggested that Sancai and green 
splashed ceramics were also fired in northern Chinese kilns, including the Xing and 
Yaozhou kilns (Feng 2009, Li et al. 2010a). Unearthed green splashed white wares 
from the Belitung shipwreck have been confirmed as coming from the Gongxian kilns. 
This indicates that Gongxian green polychrome ceramic wares were important for the 
export market. Therefore, Sancai and green splashed have been grouped in this class, 
which is named Gongxian Polychrome Ceramics (GXPC). 
Detailed description 
  The body of GXPC wares is relatively pure, dense but not that hard. The body is 
not heavy and the colour is normally greyish white and yellowish white. Wares were 
fired before glazing, at about 1100°C, to create biscuit wares (Li 1998:467). The 
transparent lead glaze is glassy, thin and evenly applied. Green splashed white wares 
are mainly based on white stonewares (similar to the CW I), which have been stained 
by a copper-green colourant in the glaze (Quan and Meng 2008:162). Sancai ceramics 
have a lead glaze stained by various colourants, such as copper green, iron brown, 
antimony yellow, and manganese purple. The firing temperature was about 800°C (Li 
1998:467).  
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  In terms of shapes, lobed dishes and bowls, stem cups, covered boxes, ewers, jars 
and cups can be found. Bowls and plates are a typical Tang type, and are low and 
heavy, with a straight body and a bi-disc footring. Some bowls have a moulded 
Chinese dragon applique at the centre of the interior (HNSWWKGYJS and 
ZGWWYJS 2007, HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 2011). In terms of 
decorations, Sancai and green splashed ceramics are normally freely stained and 
designed patterns are rarely found (Krahl et al. 2010:80).  
 
Dating evidence 
  According to tombs and kiln sites, the Gongxian kilns and their polychrome wares 
can be dated to the Tang dynasty (Quan and Meng 2008, Feng 2009). Green splashed 
wares were unearthed from the late Tang layer of the Baihe kiln site located in the 
Gongxian area. These were more popular later than Sancai ceramics (Wang 
2004b:58-59, Quan and Meng 2008:162). 
 
33. CSPW (Changsha Polychrome Wares)  
(cf. CSYKTZ 1996, Huang 2003, CSYBJWYH 2004) 
Body type: stoneware                          Origin: Changsha kilns 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 17  
 
Definition 
  The Changsha Kilns are famous for their underglazed painted stonewares, which 
were only common in the late Tang dynasty. Products can also be found dating to the 
Five Dynasties but at this time the Changsha kilns were in total decline. The 
Changsha kilns also produced celadon wares which are difficult to distinguish from 
low quality Guangdong celadon or Yuezhou celadon. However, an understanding of 
Changsha underglaze painting has been well-established from archaeological research 
at the Changsha kilns and from the Belitung shipwreck. 
Detailed Description 
  Changsha products can be divided into two types: monochrome ceramics and 
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polychrome underglazed painted wares. According to the archaeological excavation of 
the Changsha kilns, nearly 54% of Changsha products were monochrome wares, 
including celadon (42.2%), brown glazed wares (7.4%), white wares (1.5%) and 
green glazed wares (3%). Changsha underglazed painted ceramics account for 41%, 
consisting of underglazed monochrome painted wares (30.2 %) and the underglazed 
colourful painted wares (10.8 %). The remaining products were pottery and biscuit 
fired ceramics (CSYKTZ 1996:26-27). Only Changsha underglazed painted wares 
will be introduced in this section. 
Glaze and body 
  Changsha underglazed painted stonewares have a transparent, thin and evenly 
applied glaze. Changsha bowls and plates have an un-glazed base and outside lower 
half. The interior of the bowls and plates are fully glazed. The underglaze painted 
patterns will be introduced later. 
  Changsha underglaze painted ceramics commonly have a lower to middle 
temperature fired stoneware body (1100-1200 ℃), which is slightly softer than Yue 
celadon and Xing white wares, although the Changsha kilns and Yue kilns basically 
used a similar clay which is grey and light grey (CSYKTZ 1996:24-25). Because of 
the un-balanced temperature and atmosphere in the dragon kilns (ÿÉ), the colour of 
the badly fired body was yellowish grey, whitish grey and dark grey. Changsha wares 
have a transparent greenish glaze which coated the colourful calligraphic and freely 
painted patterns produced with iron, copper and cobalt-oxide-based pigments. 
Because of the low quality clay of the Changsha wares, it was very common that 
before painting on the biscuit body, a white slip needed to be evenly applied which 
aimed to increase the hardness and whiteness of the clay (CSYKTZ 1996:24-27, 
Krahl 2010:56). 
Shape and decoration 
  The shapes and decorations of Changsha wares were free and can be divided into a 
very complicated chorology: for example, ewers from the Lan’an Zui kiln sites (Úe
=ÉC) have eight types and 21 sub-types and jars have five types and eight 
sub-types. However, this can be simplified to the main principles that the jars and 
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ewers followed. The ewers always have a short spout and a wide and high neck on a 
large and heavy body; a large handle is situated on the opposite side to the spout and 
two smaller handles flank the ewer. From the late Tang to the Five Dynasties period, 
the spout became much longer. Jars have a similar shape but without the spout and big 
handles, instead they normally have two small handles at either sides of the short and 
wide neck. Bowls have a short and straight or round body, with a short, bi-disc 
footring. The height is always equal to the diameter of the footring and the rim 
diameter is three times that of the footring. This shape accounts for nearly half of all 
the bowls produced (CSYKTZ 1996:50). 
  The most distinct feature of Changsha underglaze painted wares is the free 
calligraphic pattern, which is formed of leaves, flowers, birds, animals, fish, Chinese 
calligraphic inscriptions, Arabic inscriptions, and so forth. Appliqué figures, leaves 
and flowers were also very common and were applied to the bodies of ewers and jars 
which were coasted with the underglazed brown pigment. Most of the Changsha 
products were half glazed or not fully glazed, which presumably indicates that the 
wares were manufactured at high speed, in large quantities and at an economic cost on 
primitive production lines. Changsha wares were traded in very large quantities 
compared to Xing and Yue wares. For example, the Belitung shipwreck produced 
55,000 pieces of Changsha bowls, while only 200 Yue celadon and 300 Xing white 
wares were recovered, which is testament to the capacity of the Changsha kilns for 
mass-manufacture for the foreign market (Krahl 2010:56-72). 
Dating Evidence 
  Dating evidence for Changsha wares comes from both tombs and inscription dates 
carved on kiln tools and ceramics (Table 4.7). A group of trustable tombs are located 
in Zhenjiang city and provided several sets of Changsha wares, which can be dated to 
between 820 and 846 AD. Tomb M7 has a small Changsha jar and a tomb stele which 
records the date of 820 AD and Tomb M9 contains a Changsha ewer and dating 
evidence from the inscription on the gravestone shows 826 AD. A ewer from Tomb 
M10 can be attributed to the 834 AD according to the gravestone of Zheng, who was 
the occupant of the tomb, and Tomb M12 has another tomb stele which indicates that 
		 248	
the unearthed Changsha small jar can be dated to 846 AD (ZJBWG 1985:133-146). 
Absolute dates were also carved on kiln tools and ceramics and record dates from 808 
AD to 920 AD (CSYKTZ 1996:230-233, CSYBJWYH 2004:6). 
  No archaeological evidence from kiln sites and historical information has been 
found which can confirm the when the Changsha kilns commenced production, 
although they were flourishing during the late Tang dynasty according to the dating 
evidence presented above. During the first half of the 10th century, the quality of 
Changsha wares declined sharply and it is seldom to find Changsha ceramics still 
being used as burial objects at this time (CSYKTZ 1996:233). 
 
Table 4.7: Dating evidence carved on kiln tools and ceramics.  
(based on CSYKTZ 1996:230-233) 
Kiln Tool Ceramics Inscription Dating 
Jar-Handle Mould - Yuan He San Nian 808 AD 
- Celadon Masher Da He Wu Nian 831 AD 
- Bowl Da He Liu Nian 832 AD 
- Bowl Kai Cheng San Nian 838 AD 
Mould - Hui Chang Liu Nian 846 AD 
Jar-Handle Mould - Da Zhong Er Nian 848 AD 
- Bowl Da Zhong Er Nian 848 AD 
Mould - Da Zhong Wu Nian 851 AD 
Jar-Handle Mould - Da Zhong Ba Nian 854 AD 
- Ewer Da Zhong Jiu Nian 855 AD 
- Biscute Ware Da Zhong Shi Nian 856 AD 
- Bowl Da Zhong Shi Nian 856 AD 
- Ewer Qian Ning Wu Nian 898 AD 
- Hand-Rest Kai Ping San Nian 909 AD 
- Hand-Rest Zhen Ming Liu Nian 920 AD 
 
  Two Changsha bowls found in the Belitung shipwreck also provide dating evidence. 
A bowl decorated with Arabic words has a carved mark near the footring, ‘Bao Li Er 
Nian Qi Yue Shi Liu Ri (the 16th of July in the second reign year of Bao Li, dated to 
826 AD)’. Another bowl has a carved mark of ‘Bing Le (, literally Third 
Finished)’ but it is difficult to understand the meaning of this mark. However, some 
scholars propose that this mark is a miss-writing of Bing Zi (Q), which represents 
the year 856 AD, although it is also possible that this mark represents the year 796 AD) 
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(CSYBJWYH 2004, Krahl et al. 2010). 
Distribution 
  Changsha wares were traded commonly in the western Indian Ocean. According to 
Table 6.7 in Appendix 5, there are 16 sites among 26 (519 sherds, 14.9% of total 
3,479 sherds) that report the presence of Changsha polychrome stonewares. In 
particular, Mantai in Sri Lanka (Site 39), Siraf in Iran (Site 54) and Shanga and 
Manda in Kenya (Sites 110 and 112) all produce a large quantity. But their occurrence 
in the Red Sea, as well as in the Aden area, is relatively rare. For instance, only eight 
sherds of Changsha wares have been mentioned at Fustat in Egypt (Site 101). 
 
34. JYBW (Jian-type Black Wares)  
(cf. Koyama 1973, FJSBWG 1984, Li 1990, Li 1995a) 
Body type: Stoneware                          Origin: Jianyang kilns 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 18: 6-9 
 
Definition 
  In China during the Song dynasty kilns producing black glaze wares, especially tea 
drinking bowls, were widely distributed. Known black ware producers can be found 
in Fujian, Guangdong, Zhejiang, Jiangxi, Henan, Hebei and Shanxi Provinces 
(Koyama 1973:88). This class focuses on traded black wares to the western Indian 
Ocean, and attempts to introduce Fujian black ware producers, particular the Jianyang 
kilns (qòÉ). 
  Jianyang black wares (also called Jian black stonewares) were exported to the 
western Indian Ocean in very limited quantities. These ceramics are black glazed 
stoneware with iron-oxide black patterns. The only confirmed Jian-type black 
stoneware find was been reported in Sharmah and attributed to the 11th century (Zhao 
2006:94-95). According to Bing Zhao, Jian black wares can be identified to the 
Jianyang kilns, which were famous for producing black wares with the so-called 
hare-fur pattern.  
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Detailed description 
  Jian wares have a rough stoneware body, which is hard and black, and the body is 
heavy and thick. The glaze is thick and normally black through successive firings, if 
not, the glaze is brown or reddish brown. The glaze normally has iron-oxide patterns 
in form of the so-called hare-fur pattern, which refers to many short and thin lines that 
are directed towards to the base (Figure 4.25). Jian drinking bowls normally have a 
small and short base, with a straight rim and a round body, although bowls with 
ex-turned rims and straight bodies are also found.  
 
 
 
Figure 4.25: The hare-fur pattern of Jian black stoneware. 
(Diameter: 125mm) (Koyama 1973:Figures 19, 20) 
 
Dating evidence 
  Dating evidence for Jianyang bowls is mainly based on the excavations of 
Luhuaping kilns in Jianyang city, which suggested that they date to the Northern Song 
period (960-1127 AD) through the identification of coins and ceramic finds. No 
archaeological finds can be dated to the Southern Song period (1127-1274 AD) 
(FJSBWG 1984), and similar finds have also been identified at the Jishui kiln sites 
(7É) in Jianyang city (Li 1990). 
 
35. GDPW (Guangdong polychrome wares) 
(cf. GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987, Yang 1988) 
Body type: Stoneware                          Origin: Guangdong 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 18: 1-5 
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Definition 
  After the decline of the Changsha kilns, exported polychromes sharply decreased 
during the 10th century. One example comes from a shipwreck and as can be seen 
from Table 3.6 and Figure 3.8 presented in Chapter 3, there was a sudden change in 
that the export of celadon wares to the Indian Ocean increased. Based on Dataset 3 in 
Appendix 3, a similar pattern has been seen and the only finds of polychrome wares 
were at the Sharmah site as reported by Bing Zhao. These polychrome wares can be 
attributed to Guangdong polychromes and their producers may have been the Xicun 
kilns and Haikang kilns (§oÉ) (2006:93-94). In this section the aim is to introduce 
Guangdong polychrome wares based on archaeological reports of the Xicun and 
Haikang kilns. 
Detailed description 
  Guangdong polychrome wares have a rough and porous body, which is light brown 
or greyish yellow. They have a yellowish green celadon glaze that has been high-fired 
and the fabrics of the body and glaze are hard. Rims are ex-turned, with a ground 
body. Three types of base can be found: a flat foot, footring and an ex-turned flat foot. 
The underglazed painted black patterns are normally in the form of floral and grass 
designs. Shapes include small plates, basins (or big bowls), cups, small vases, bowls, 
ewers, jars and boxes (GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987:40-41, Zhao 
2006:93-94).  
Dating evidence 
  No strong and clear archaeological evidence can directly demonstrate the firing and 
manufacturing age of the Xicun and Haikang kilns. However, it has been suggested 
that they should be attributed to the Song period, according to the shapes of the 
ceramic wares (FPSM 1985:39-40, GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987:66-67).  
 
36-37. CZBWW (Cizhou Black and White Ceramics)  
(cf. Qin and Ma 1990, Qin 2000b, Wang 2010) 
Body type: stoneware                          Origin: Cizhou kilns 
Drawing: None 
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Definitions 
  It was noted in the coarse white stonewares class (see CW II), that the Cizhou kilns 
mainly manufactured white stonewares in the early 11th century. In the 12th century, 
the Cizhou kilns created their own unique style of ceramics, which has been called the 
Cizhou type, and production lasted into the 14th century. This type refers to ceramic 
wares which have two layers of slip. The first white slip was applied to biscuit wares 
and was then covered with a black slip, which was incised and cut away before 
applying a transparent glaze (white and black Cizhou type) Another technique which 
was also popular utilised a single layer of white slip, which was incised and cut away, 
and covered with a transparent glaze or a green lead glaze. 
  Cizhou type ceramic wares were mainly produced in the Cizhou kilns located in 
Hebei Province. However, a large number of northern Chinese kilns located in Hebei, 
Henan and Shaanxi Provinces also imitated and copied Cizhou type wares. 
  Archaeological findings of Cizhou type ceramics in the western Indian Ocean are 
limited. Two main sub-types have been reported: incised white slip Cizhou type and 
the white and black Cizhou type. 
Detailed Description 
Body 
  Cizhou ceramics have a thick and heavy body, which is mainly grey, greyish brown 
and dark grey. The body fabric is much rougher than common quality stonewares and 
has been formed quickly and normally without any refining processes.  
Slip and glaze 
  Cizhou ceramics are normally whitened by a thin white slip, which is milky in 
appearance. For black and white Cizhou type, a black slip was applied onto the 
sundried white slip. Designs were then incised on the black slip and cut away to 
expose the white slip. For the incised white slip Cizhou ceramics, the designs were 
directly carved onto the white slip. Therefore, the cutting area where the body is 
exposed was grey. The outside surface of bowls and plates are sometimes only half 
glazed. 
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Shapes and gecoration 
  The shapes mainly consist of bowls, plates, covered boxes, jars and vases, while the 
incised designs are normally flowers, floral scrolls, classical grass, fish and weeds, 
birds, dragons and phoenixes. Chinese characters, such as for good luck, can be 
commonly found. The incised patterns are freely and quickly carved, and look very 
rough. Normally, ceramic objects are fully decorated (Quan and Meng 2008:182-183). 
 
Dating evidence 
  It is well known that the Cizhou kilns have a long history covering the period from 
the 11th to the 15th centuries (Quan and Meng 2008, Feng 2009). However, the typical 
Cizhou type occurred in the late 11th to the 12th centuries (Qin 2000a:2-4). In terms of 
traded Cizhou ceramics, it appears that trade continued until much later and maybe 
until the 14th century. 
  Due to political reasons, during the Jin period (1115-1234 AD), Cizhou type 
ceramics (except for Cizhou wares belonging to the CW II class) could not be easily 
transported to southern China. According to archaeological excavations, northern 
Chinese tombs dating to the Northern Song-Liao period (approximately the 10th to 
12th centuries) have yielded Qingbai or celadon wares from the Yue, Longquan and 
southern Chinese kilns. However, in contrast, most Jin tombs dating from the 12th to 
13th centuries mainly contain northern stonewares, such as from the Ding and Cizhou 
kilns, and there is an absence of any imported southern Chinese ceramics (Qin 
2000b:33). 
  The political and dynastical changes which occurred in the 12th to 13th centuries 
separated northern and southern China and it was difficult to transport northern 
Chinese ceramics to the south. Therefore, there is a gap during the southern Song 
dynasty (1127-1274), when Cizhou kilns were at their peak (Qin 2000b, Quan and 
Meng 2008), when Cizhou ceramics were not available for trade to the western Indian 
Ocean. Therefore, traded Cizhou type ceramics can be dated to the Yuan period. 
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38. JDZCWP (Jingdezhen Yuan copper-red and white porcelains) 
(cf. Cheng 2004, Harrison-Hall and Krahl 2009:54-55) 
Body type: Porcelain                          Origin: Jingdezhen kilns 
Drawing: None 
Definitions 
  With the successful manufacturing of blue and white porcelain in the Jingdezhen 
kilns, similar techniques were attempted for firing copper pigment painted wares. It 
has been mentioned that the successful firing at high temperatures with copper-oxide 
pigment on good porcelain and underglazed-red designs is very difficult, as it is more 
volatile and harder to fire effectively compared to cobalt blue pigment (Harrison-Hall 
and Krahl 2009:54). The archaeological evidence for copper-red and white porcelains 
is very limited, both in China (Cheng 2004:43) and the western Indian Ocean. Only at 
the Gedi site in Kenya have sherds been found that could be re-constructed as an 
incomplete vase (Liu et al. 2012:47, 49). This discovery reveals that underglazed red 
porcelain wares were involved in the Chinese ceramic export trade in the second half 
of the 14th century. 
Description 
Body and glaze  
  As for JDZBW I-1 wares, Jingdehzne copper-red and white porcelains have a heavy, 
thick and white porcelain body. Sometimes the body is greyish and dark white. The 
unglazed base normally has an iron-black stain and the glaze is transparent with a 
slight bluish tinge; small bubbles can be found in the glaze. Another type of glaze 
seen is similar to Qingbai glaze (Cheng 2004:44). 
Pigments and patterns 
  Copper oxide with successive firings may be bright red, but may fire pale, liverish 
red, grey or even black; the bright red colour is very rare (Cheng 2004:43, 
Harrison-Hall and Krahl 2009:54). The patterns mainly consist of floral designs, 
landscapes, animals and freely splashed patterns (Cheng 2004:43-44). 
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Shapes 
  The key shapes for copper-red and white porcelains are cups, vases and jars.  
Dating evidence 
  Some wares have been found in a tomb at Fengcheng city in Jiangxi Province, 
which can be dated to 1338 AD (Yang and Wan 1981), while in Inner Monglia a vase 
was found in a pit in Wulan Chabu city, which has been attributed to the Yuan dynasty 
(Zhang 2008:188). In Gaoan city, a pit was found containing 67 porcelain pieces, 
which have been identified as Jingdezhen Yuan dynasty porcelains, together with 168 
pieces of Longquan celadon wares which date to the 14th century (Liu and Xiong 
1982). 
 
4.4.6 Transport Jars Complex 
  The current understanding of Dusun and Martaban jars based on Chinese 
archaeological studies is scant, and neither of these names are Chinese. Tom 
Harrisson was the first to find and excavate Dusun jars, which were used as Dayak 
tributes by local head-hunters in Borneo (Harrisson 1949). Dusun jars were a type of 
poor quality celadon containers which was part of the Chinese trade ceramics during 
Tang dynasty and were made to carry other ceramic products or other products from 
China to the Indian Ocean (Figure 4.26: left). Dusun jars have been found at sites in 
the Indian Ocean in huge numbers (see Chapter 3), but in China, Dusun jars were 
simply common and poor quality jars for daily use or as burial objects. Similar jars 
have been found in Guangdong Province of China, which have a very rough dating 
range from the 5th to the 10th centuries. These were produced in the Guangdong local 
kilns. It should be noted that no good evidence can support the original kilns for the 
production of Dusun jars but it is highly possible that they came from the Guanchong 
kilns (T)É) in Xinhui County ( 4) and/or the Shiwan kilns in Guangdong 
Province of southern China. It also appears likely that other local kilns in Guangdong 
produced Dusun type jars.   
  Martaban jars are low quality glazed containers with a stoneware or high-fired 
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pottery fabric (Figure 4.26: right and Figure 4.27). They probably had a similar 
function to Dusun jars. Their name comes from the Arabic pronunciation of a port 
located in Burma on the gulf of Pegu, called Martaban (Krahl 1986b:884, 
Harrison-Hall 2001:445). Moore has built a classification for Martaban jars according 
to excavated sites in Sarawak (Moore 1970). However, no parallel evidence can 
determine the accuracy of the original production site. Moreover, it can be confirmed 
that they were not made in Martaban and at least some come from Southern China 
(Horton et al. 1996:305). 
 
 
Figure 4.26: Examples of transport jars. 
A Dusun type celadon jar found at a site in Banbhore, Pakistan (left) (Khan 1969:40) and a Martaban 
jar, housed in the Topkapi Museum, Istanbul (right, height: 920mm) (Krahl 1986b:899). 
 
 
Figure 4.27: Principal shapes of Martaban jars. 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
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  Martaban jars have a long history, which may begin during the Song dynasty (about 
11th century) and lasted until the Qing dynasty (Horton et al. 1996:305, Valders 2000); 
therefore, they can be divided into two sub-classes. MTB I dates from the Song to the 
Yuan period (about age from the 11th century to 14th century). This type of jar was 
mainly fired in the Guangdong Province of China, where there is a tradition for 
producing transport containers (see the sub-class of Dusun jars). It appears that this 
class was fired in Guangdong in China, where the Shiwan kilns and Xiaxiang kilns 
(	É) could be the potential sites of production. MTB II jars date to the Ming and 
Qing dynasties, and may have been produced in many places across southern China, 
such as the kilns located in the provinces of Zhejiang, Fujian and Guangdong 
(Harrison-Hall 2001:305).  
  This section aims to introduce these lower quality celadon/brown glazed coarse jars 
together with possible archaeological evidence from China. However, it should be 
clear that the understanding of these jars is still very limited. 
 
39. DUSUN (early transport jars)  
(cf. Liu 2000) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 19: 1-11 
 
Detailed Description 
Glaze and body  
  Dusun celadon jars are very thin, greyish green or yellowish green, and have an 
unevenly applied glaze. Normally, the outer surface is half glazed and the inside is 
fully glazed. These jars have been fired at a lower temperature and the body is 
therefore loose, grey or whitish grey. Dusun jars have a heavy body and the inside of 
the jars are unpolished (rough surface). 
Shape and decoration 
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  Dusun jars come in various shapes and different sizes. Basically, they have a heavy 
shape with an unpolished flat base. Four or six lug handles are attached to the 
shoulder near the mouth, which is thick, straight, squared, rounded or projecting. 
Normally decorations are difficult to find but some marks, numbers or words in 
Chinese characters may be seen carved on the outer surface. 
Manufacturing kilns 
  For many years the original production location of Dusun jars was uncertain. 
Professor Lin Meicun and his student, Miss Huang Ying, from Peking University, 
China (2013, personal communication), have suggested that a possible producer was 
the Guanchong kilns and the Gaoming kilns (ûÉ) in Guangdong Province. 
  According to Xin Hui Xian Zhi ( 4w, the History of Xinhui County), the 
Guangchong kilns were located near the coast in the Xinhui area of Guangdong, 
which was a good geographical position for trading and transporting ceramics (Liu 
2000). The Guanchong kilns mainly produced celadon wares for both daily use and 
the export trade. Shapes included bowls, plates, jars and basins. Based on the potters’ 
names on the celadon wares, it is suggested that these ceramic products were not 
destined for the Tang central court as tribute ceramics. Instead they were a type of 
lower quality ceramics, not only because their body and glaze was of low quality but 
also because no private names were allowed being on tribute ceramics in ancient 
China. No archaeological dating evidence has been found at the kiln site and no 
historical documents suggest a date. However, based on similar type celadon wares 
unearthed from Tang tombs, the suggested date of Guangchong kiln is roughly from 
the 8th to the 10th centuries AD (Liu 2000). 
  In Guangdong Province, the Gaoming kilns and the Chaozhou kilns also produced 
similar jars. The jars from the Chaozhou kilns were mainly for the domestic market 
but may also have been for export. The Meixian kilns in Guangdong were firing 
similar containers but these has a small crazed, thicker and evenly applied glaze, 
which is a feature of a better quality product (based on the evenly applied glaze and 
well controlled glaze colour). Therefore, the Meixian kilns might be not be the Dusun 
producer (Yang and Cui 1993, Yang 1994, Huang 2014). Similar shape jars have been 
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found at the Jiangkou kilns (^5É) located in Jianyang County in Fujian Province, 
but these have a different glaze, which it evenly applied, thicker and bluish green or 
yellowish green with small crazes (Yang 1990:137).  
  There is a kiln site report of the Yudu kilns (êÉ) in south Jiangxi, not far from 
Guangdong Province. This states that lugged celadon jars were produced in local kilns 
during the 8th to 10th centuries (Wan 1987). Local archaeologists found links between 
these jars and Tang Chinese finds from the Paracel Islands in the South China Sea 
(GDSBWG 1974), and confirmed that they were similar (Wan 1987:545). 
In southern Jiangxi province, kiln sites at the Dayu (K#ÉC) and Huichang kilns 
( ÉC) may also have been the producers of coarse celadon wares similar to the 
jars manufactured at the Yudu kilns (Chi 1984, Xia 1984, Wan 1987:544). However, 
according to the published photos and information, there is not confirmation that these 
were Dusun-ware producers. No reports mention jars (including from the Yudu kilns) 
that can be directly linked to Dusun jars.  
Dating evidence 
  According to Table 4.8, the earliest clue relating to celadon jars which are similar to 
Dusun wares, comes from tombs in Guangzhou City in Guangdong Province, and 
these are dated to the late eastern Han dynasty (about the 2nd century AD) 
(GZSWWGLWYH 1981:398-399, Huang 2014:4). One tomb can be dated as ‘Jian 
Xing Yuan Nian (313 AD)’ and a tomb in the Chituling area of Shixing County is 
dated as ‘Jian Yuan Er Nian (343 AD)’ (GDSWGH 1955, GDSBWG 1982). 
 
Table 4.8: Key dating evidence for Dusun wares. 
Tomb Locations Dating Evidence Dating Reference 
Jieyang  tomb bricks 460 AD & ~7th cent. 
(Yang and Chen 
1984) 
Yingde and Lianyang  
tomb bricks,  
Sasanian coins 
497 & 499 AD (Yang 1961) 
Yingde County coins ~ 8th cent. (Xu 1963) 
Baidian County  tombstone 697 AD (Yang 1986) 
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  During the period from the Northern and Southern Dynasties to the Tang period, 
celadon jars can be found in tombs much more commonly. The tombs, celadon 
findings and dating evidence are listed in Table 4.8. 
  Dusun jars have also been found in the Belitung shipwreck, which can be dated to 
the late Tang period based on the inscription on a bronze mirror and other datable 
bowls (Wilson and Flecker 2010:35-37).  
  The shape, body and glaze of Dusun jars did not change much over this long period. 
The current understanding of dating of Dusun jars is therefore scant, but they roughly 
date from the 4th to the 10th centuries and were traded as containers in the Indian 
Ocean starting maybe in the 8th to 9th centuries. 
Key identification points 
  Dusun jars have a flat base with a heavy body, and four or six handles near the 
mouth are present. The outer surface is normally half-glazed and the glaze is in 
various greenish colours, such as yellowish green, greyish green and brownish green. 
The glaze is very thin, and poorly and quickly applied. The clay body of Dusun jars is 
heavy, thick and loose. Decorations are very rare, although occasionally the potters’ 
name may be seen.  
Distribution: 
  The distribution of Dusun wares in the western Indian Ocean is very wide and 
common, with a huge number of finds. According to Table 6.7 in Appendix 5 (column 
BG: Dusun), 18 among 26 sites produced 1,827 sherds and it makes over 50% of all 
Chinese ceramic finds of this period (3,479 sherds). Particularly at the sites of Mantai 
in Sri Lanka (Site 39), Siraf in Iran (Site 54), Sohar in Oman (Site 79), Athar in Saudi 
Arab (Site 83), Sharmah in Yemen (Site 94) and Manda in Kenya (Site 112) produced 
a large number of Dusun sherds. 
 
40. MTB I (Transport Jars)  
(cf. Chen 1978, Wu and Da 2003) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 19: 12-19 
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Definition 
  This is a group of lower quality coarse stoneware jars with a black-gritted, grey 
body, which is coated with a finely crazed, dark olive-green glaze. The interior is 
normally fully glazed and the exterior half glazed. The unglazed area (except the base) 
is normally fully or partly iron-red stained. 
  The shape of the jars normally has a rolled or wide and thick rim, and the base is 
coarse and flat. Four or six lugs, positioned vertically or horizontally, are applied to 
the shoulder. Decorations are rarely found, only a carved floral pattern on the shoulder. 
Moulded and squared marks with Chinese characters, including the potter’s names, 
reign names and auspicious words (normally two to four characters) may be seen on 
the shoulder. The height of the jars varies from about 10cm to 40cm.  
Dating and possible original kilns of MTB I wares 
  Martaban jars in this class were probably produced in Guangdong Province, in two 
kilns; the Shiwan kilns (Chen 1978) and Xiaxiang kilns (Wu and Da 2003) are highly 
possible. Both these kilns roughly date from the Song to the Yuan period. In general, 
it is rare to find archaeological dating evidence on Martaban jars and there are only 
two absolute dating proofs from the Shiwan kiln site in Guangdong Province. One 
sherd has a moulded reign mark of Zheng He Liu Nian (~9(k, the sixth year of 
the Zheng He reign) which can be dated to 1116 AD, and a second Otherwise, one 
piece has the Jiayou (<Å) reign mark, which can be dated to 1056 to 1063 AD 
(Figure 4.28). According to a survey and excavation at Shiwan kiln, the firing of this 
class of coarse jar was popular during the Song dynasty and started to decline during 
the Yuan dynasty (about 13th to 14th century). By the time of the Ming dynasty the 
Shiwan kilns had entered their heyday for firing ceramics (Chen 1978:197). Similar 
products were fired in the Xiaxiang kilns, but there is no archaeological dating proof, 
only chronological and typological shapes suggest that they are coarse jars dating to 
the Song dynasty (Wu and Da 2003:24). 
 
		 262	
 
Figure 4.28: Marks on Martaban wares. 
Group a= MTB I (a-1: dating marks; a-2, 3: potter’s names; a-5-7: auspicious words; a-8: applied 
decorations), group b=MTB II (b-1: Fu; b-2: Yu)  
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
  Archaeological dating proof from Indian Ocean sites support Martaban type jars 
occurring with Yue celadon from about the 11th century, after being unearthed in 
southeast Aisa and Kish in the Gulf (McKinnon 1979, Whitehouse 1983). A similar 
group to this class occurs in al-Mataf from Phase II, suggesting that it was popular 
from the 14th century to as late at the early 17th century when the site was abandoned 
(Kennet 2004, Priestman 2005:50). In Kenya, some sherds have been found with 
Yuan and early Ming blue and white porcelain dating to the 14th century, which have 
been identified as Shiwan productions from Guangdong. One sherd has a squared 
mark of ‘Shi Xin (, New Fashion)’, and in the Williamson collection there is a 
sherd with the squared mark of ‘Qing Xiang (©ù, Pleasant Smell)’ (Priestman 
2005:305, Liu et al. 2012:45). This feature could go back to the 11th century but it 
seems likely that it continued to be used into the 14th century (Figure 4.28). 
  Therefore, it can be seen that this type of jar was popular from the 11th to the 14th 
centuries and dating may extended from the 11th to the 17th centuries. It should be 
noted that during the Yuan dynasty, the firing of Martaban jars in Guangdong 
gradually decreased, and after this time (approximately the late 14th century), 
Martaban jars began to moving into the next class (MTB II). 
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41. MTB II (Late Transport Jars)  
(cf. Van Der Pijl-Ketel 1982) 
Body type: Stoneware                       Origin: Southern China 
Drawing: see Appendix 6-Drawing 19: 20 
 
Description 
  MTB II is a class of transport containers of low quality with celadon or lead glazes 
in olive green, chocolate brown and iron black. This class can be roughly dated to the 
Ming to Qing dynasties (15th to 19th centuries). It has very similar fabrics for the body 
and glaze to MTB I wares. The lower part of the outside surface is normally unglazed 
with spanning-ribbing like marks. The ribbing marks can also be found on the interior. 
There are three features known about this class: 1) Martaban jars became much larger 
(normally from 35 to 90cm); 2) carved decorations were applied to the body rather 
than only on the shoulder; 3) the shape is high with a relatively smaller base and a 
high shoulder. 
Dating and possible original manufacturing locations 
  MTB II wares were popular in the Indian Ocean from the period from the 15th to 
the 19th centuries. Spot dating proof comes from the shipwrecks of Santo Antonio de 
Tanna and Witte Leeuw (Van Der Pijl-Ketel 1982, Piercy et al. 1992, Chandima 
2006:99). It can also be found in many other places, such as south-east Asia, Sri 
Lanka, the Gulf, East Africa and so forth (Taha 1983, Kennet 1994, Horton et al. 1996, 
Priestman 2005). Horton states that these jars continued to reach East Africa until the 
19th century (Horton et al. 1996:305). However, Wang Guangyao from the Palace 
Museum of China has highlighted that care should be taken when dating some MTB 
II jars, as they could only have been produced during the 15th to 17th centuries (2014, 
personal communication). 
  The location of MTB II production is uncertain, and they may come from the Far 
East and south east Asian countries, such as China, Vietnam, Thailand and Cambodia 
(Van Der Pijl-Ketel 1982:220-221). Some personal communications with Chinese 
scholars have been made: Feng Xiaoqi from the Palace Museum and her student Wu 
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Ning have suggested that these jars were fired in southern China and a possible 
producer may have been located in Quanzhou city in Fujian, but this is very uncertain 
because no archaeological evidence can support this assumption (Feng 2012). Wang 
Guangyao provides a similar identification and noted that the large size and black 
glaze jars with boss-and-line decorations were ‘a kind of southern Chinese made jars’, 
which may also have come from Vietnam and Thailand. Chinese made jars have a 
better and thicker quality of glaze and the body is refined (Wang 2014a). Therefore, it 
can be seen that both the local kilns in both Guangdong and Fujian were probably 
producers, but current understanding of these kilns and their iron-brown or black 
glazed wares is weak. 
  The Witte Leeuw shipwreck (dated to 1613) yielded a group of Martanbani jars and 
the type of jars should be noted. This type is normally of a smaller size with a height 
from 30 to 40 cm. The shape is similar to Shiwan jars in MTB I, but has a high 
shoulder and near the shoulder there is a moulded and squared mark, normally with 
one character, such as ‘Fu (Æ Luck)’ or ‘Yu (· Jade)’. This decoration may have 
developed from the squared marks in MTB I. The Chinese characters used in the 
marks indicate that this type of jar may have come from China (Van Der Pijl-Ketel 
1982). 
  In general, we have no more information about this class and the descriptions and 
datings are very uncertain (Horton et al. 1996:305, Harrison-Hall 2001:447-448, 
Kennet 2004:50, Priestman 2005:304-305). 
 
4.5 Conclusion of Chapter 4 
  This chapter has introduced 41 classes of Chinese trade ceramics that can be 
divided into six complexes. Based on the overview of Chinese ceramic history and 
industries presented in Chapter 2 and the dataset collections of Chinese ceramic finds 
from the western Indian Ocean presented in Chapter 3, this classification has 
attempted to provide a systematic and comprehensive classification of Chinese 
ceramic materials with clear and precise definitions that can be used by archaeologists 
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working on fragmentary assemblages. The dating evidence has been presented as fully 
as possible allowing scholars to evaluate this against the evidence from their own sites. 
Although much remains to be done to this classification before it can be called 
complete, it is hoped that what has been produced here will be a useful contribution to 
further research and will allow a more standardised and comparable approach to be 
taken by scholars working in the region.  
  It is also hoped that this classification will allow quantitative comparisons to be 
made between assemblages from different sites, in order to help interpret distribution 
patterns in Chinese ceramic finds in the western Indian Ocean. In order for quantified 
comparisons between sites – and also between different phases at the same site - to be 
possible, it is of course important that the assemblages to be compared are classified 
according to the same system. 
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CHAPTER 5: A RE-CONSIDERATION OF THE 
CHINESE TRADE CERAMIC INDUSTRIES AND 
THEIR EXPORTS TO THE WESTERN INDIAN 
OCEAN, FROM THE 8TH TO THE 15TH CENTURIES 
 
5.1 Introduction 
  In previous chapters, a revised standardised and systematic classification of 
Chinese ceramics imported to the western Indian Ocean was presented. Supported by 
evidence from both archaeological research in China, particularly on kiln industries 
and Chinese ceramic findings from the western Indian Ocean sites, this classification 
attempts to cover the full range of Chinese traded productions to a very wide 
geographical area including India, the Gulf, the Red Sea and East Africa. This 
classification also attempts to bridge the gap in archaeological scholarship between 
Chinese archaeology and western Indian Ocean archaeology, which is often caused by 
language, by combining evidence from both areas together, particularly dating 
evidence and production evidence. It is hoped that this classification will be a useful 
step towards helping to clarify the patterns of Chinese ceramic trade with the western 
Indian Ocean before the 16th century. 
  Based on this classification and the related analyses in Chapters 2 and 3, this 
chapter aims to provide a more general discussion of the changes in the Chinese trade 
ceramic industries and their exports to the western Indian Ocean. Using Datasets 1 to 
3 (see Appendices), this chapter attempts a further exploration of the changing trends 
in Chinese trade ceramics from the perspectives of both China and the western Indian 
Ocean.  This chapter is divided into four chronological sections following the 
periods used in the conclusion to Chapter 2. Each section will discuss the Chinese 
trade ceramics industries in China and how developments there might be related to 
trade patterns in the western Indian Ocean based on the distributions and 
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quantifications of sherds and sites in the western Indian Ocean. 
  From the southern Chinese littoral area, where the traded ceramic industries and 
trading ports were located, the trading distance to the western Indian Ocean has been 
divided by approximately every 1,000 kilometres on Map 5.1. These distances are 
indicative only and measure kilometres from the kiln sites ‘as the crow flies’ rather 
than taking into account different mechanisms of trade across land or by sea. They are 
designed only to give a visual impression of increasing distance. 
 
Map 5.1: Distance division of trades from southern China to the western Indian Ocean. 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
5.2 Chinese Ceramic Industries and their Trade Patterns in the western Indian 
Ocean 
The Islamic and Asian states saw a great change in both political and economic 
perspectives in the 7th to 8th centuries. The unification of the Near East under Islam 
and China ruled by the Tang dynasty provided wealth and stability that gave a new 
impetus to long-distance trade. The land-based routes had seen their golden age 
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before the middle of 8th century (Lin and Zhang in press). Due to the decline in trade 
via land routes, as well as political and military instability in central Asia (e.g., the 
Battle of Talas and the An Lushan Rebellion), maritime trade became increasingly 
important for the Tang Chinese court, and the economic centre of China switched 
from north to south. Consequently, the port cities in southern China grew in size and 
importance and large-scale maritime trade from China to the Persian Gulf via the 
Indian Ocean started in about AD 800 (Whitehouse and Williamson 1973). At this 
time, for the first time archaeological evidence of Chinese ceramics in the western 
Indian Ocean is found. 
 
5.2.1 Period 1: Early Chinese Ceramics Trades (c. 750-1000 AD) 
  Period 1 represents the era of Chinese ceramics being imported to the western 
Indian Ocean in large quantities (see Chapter 3). The ceramic industries of late Tang 
China were booming in comparison with prior periods. Good quality wares, such as 
the white stoneware produced in the Xing kilns and celadon produced in the Yue kilns, 
were highly prized as not only ideal cups for the tea-ceremony (Lu 1927:Chapter 4, 
Wang 2004c:28-29, Krahl et al. 2010:46), but also tribute wares for the Tang central 
palace and court (Wang 2004c:28-29). Good quality ceramic wares were therefore 
involved in maritime trade with other luxury commodities such as silk, spice, glass 
and metal works. 
  As shown in Table 6.7 in Appendix 5, not only high quality wares were traded, but 
also coarse wares such as Dusun transport jars, and common quality ceramic wares 
such as Changsha polychrome wares. These lower quality ceramics were traded in 
much higher quantities in comparison with the high quality ceramics according to the 
figures that are available in this table. 
  Map 5.2 shows the locations of the kilns where traded ceramic wares were 
produced. The pink areas and red-coloured sites on this map show the trade ceramic 
producers and industries. This is according to the ceramic classes dated from 618-907 
AD in the classification of Chapter IV (see Table 4.2-1 and classes 1, 2, 20, 21, 23, 26, 
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32, 33 and 39 for detailed information in Chapter IV). These kilns and their wares 
have been reliably identified. The pink and dotted circles cover the areas of the 
ceramic industries and the kilns in these areas are those thought to have produced 
exported ceramic wares. It can be seen that the exporting ceramic industries were 
distributed in both north and south China and were in the areas of Henan, Hebei, 
Guangdong, Fujian and Zhejiang provinces. 
 
 
Map 5.2: Distribution map of Chinese ceramic kilns for export wares (Period 1). 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
  As Table 6.7 indicates, the Dusun transport coarse wares made up the largest 
proportion of trade ceramics to the western Indian Ocean during this period, which 
suggests that they were produced in Guangdong province (see Chapter 4: Transport 
Jars/Wares). There were also significant numbers of Guangdong celadon imitations 
traded. This could suggest that Guangdong formed a trading ceramics industry at this 
time, particularly for producing these low quality transport jars and wares for 
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maritime trade. The prosperity of the Guangdong export ceramic industry could be 
because Guangzhou port was in an advantageous position for maritime trade. 
  The practice of maritime trade with transport jars can be traced back to the 
Uluburun shipwreck in the Mediterranean as early as in the 14th century BC (Delgado 
1998:see 'Uluburun') and it is believed that this practice played an important role in 
the sea-route trade in the Indian Ocean as well, for which the evidence comes mainly 
from the Belitung shipwreck (Krahl et al. 2010, Huang 2016). The requirement for 
coarse but high-fired ceramic containers links to the practice of maritime trade in the 
Indian Ocean and also suggests that Guangzhou port might have been one of the key 
areas in the trade between China and the Gulf. Behind Guangzhou port there was a 
large ceramic industry of these transport coarse wares involved in Guangdong and 
south Jiangxi provinces. 
  The Chinese ceramic finds and their quantities from the western Indian Ocean 
dated to the 8th to 10th centuries are shown on Map 5.3. It is interesting to see that 
based on the distribution of archaeological sites with Chinese ceramic findings, they 
are mainly located in the area related to trade with Basra and the Abbasid Caliphate, 
in particular in the area of the Gulf. Although in the area of Sri Lanka has only three 
sites, there is a relatively high sherd quantity in Mantai site (Site 39). The sites along 
the Yemeni coast to Eastern Africa have a higher sherd number as well but the same 
situation is not seen in the Red Sea. 
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Map 5.3: Distribution of sites with Chinese ceramic sherd quantities (shown by yellow circles) in the 
western Indian Ocean (Period 1). 
(This map is based on Table 5.1 and see the site locations on Map 1.2 in Chapter I, drawing by Ran 
Zhang) 
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  This pattern can be seen more clearly in Table 5.1 and Figure 5.1 which show that 
the high sherd numbers in Sri Lanka are due to Mantai, whilst the other two sites only 
have small quantities of Chinese ceramic finds. This may indicate that Mantai was a 
re-export port city of Chinese ceramics but that the local consumption/use of Chinese 
wares in Sri Lanka was very limited, as is suggested by the limited number of sites 
with Chinese ceramic finds. In the area of west India there is a very poor distribution 
of both sites and sherds. The only well-known Chinese ceramic materials come from 
Sanjan (Site 34). But with just about 30 sherds, it does not present the pattern of 
Chinese ceramic trade clearly. Both the Gulf and the Red Sea have a large number of 
sites with Chinese ceramics (nine and eight sites respectively, as shown in Table 5.1 
and Map 5.3) and although these sites were in the territory of the Abbasid Caliphate, 
the Gulf has a much high percentage of the total sherd quantity (20%) in comparison 
with the area of Yemen and the Red Sea (8%). The sites of Sohar (Site 79) and Siraf 
(Site 54) were two key trading centres in the Gulf area and the local consumption of 
Chinese ceramics was rich, as indicated by the distributions of site and sherd numbers. 
Al-Sharmah (Site 94) is the only site with a large quantity of sherds in Yemen but 
most is Dusun coarse wares. The consumption of common and good quality classes in 
this site is poor (Table 6.7 in Appendix 5). Shanga and Manda in Kenya (Sites 110 
and 108) could indicate that there was a large quantity of Chinese ceramic imports in 
East Africa but they also have a large percentage of Dusun coarse wares. The 
Changsha polychrome wares and Yue celadon wares were relatively limited (Table 
6.7). 
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Table 5.1: This table presents the site list in the areas in western Indian Ocean that divided by trade distances of every 1,000 km from south China (Period 1). 
This table is based on Table 6.7 in Appendix 5. The site names can be found in Dataset 3 of Appendix 3 according to site numbers. There are five areas (Sri Lanka & East 
India, West India, The Gulf, Yemen and the Red Sea, and East Africa) in this table. In each area, the site with Chinese ceramic findings and their sherd quantities have been 
listed below. ‘SN’ means ‘Site Number’, which can be found in Appendix 3, ‘SQ’ means ‘sherd quantity’ and ‘’ represents ‘unknown sherd number’. At the bottom, the ‘Total 
Quantity’ shows the total numbers of site and sherd quantity in each area. 
 
Area Sri Lanka & East India 
 
West India 
 
The Gulf 
 
Yemen and the Red Sea 
 
East Africa 
Site List 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
Site 39 2172 Site 34 34 Site 52 23 Site 82  Site 110 30 
Site 45 10 Site 51  Site 54 356 Site 83  Site 112 196 
Site 48 21 
  
Site 55 29 Site 86  Site 113  
    
Site 56 3 Site 90  
  
    
Site 62  Site 91  
  
    
Site 67 2 Site 93  
  
    
Site 79 270 Site 94 251 
  
    
Site 97 4 Site 101 38 
  
    
Site 123 38 
    
     Site 129 2     
Total 
Quantity 
3 2203 2 34 10 727 8 289 3 226 
 
 
 
		 274	
 
Sri Lanka India The Gulf The Red Sea East Africa Total1 
Site No. 3 2 10 8 3 26 
% 11.5% 7.7% 38.5% 30.8% 11.5% 100.0% 
Sherd No. 2203 34 727 289 226 3479 
% 63.3% 1.0% 20.9% 8.3% 6.5% 100.0% 
 
 
Figure 5.1: Site and sherd quantity percentage in five areas.  
Total1 in the table represents the total numbers of site and sherds in the western Indian Ocean (Period 
1, sources based on Table 5.1) 
 
  Based on the descriptions above, it can be suggested that the Abbasid Caliphate 
was clearly the key focus of trade from Guangzhou port in southern China and the 
Gulf was the centre of Chinese ceramic trade at this time. Along this long maritime 
route from China to the Near East, Mantai can perhaps be suggested to have been a 
middleman. When Chinese ceramics arrived in the Gulf, further trade did reach 
Yemen but then does not appear to have travelled to the Red Sea in large quantities. 
But it should be noticed that there might be an archaeological weakness in this area, 
due to detailed information of Chinese ceramic finds that are unclear in sites of Oman, 
Saudi Arabia and Yemen. East Africa appears to have been a sub-trade zone of the 
Gulf because there is a relatively low distribution but a certain presence of Chinese 
ceramic finds at the sites of Manda, Shanga and Unguja Ukuu. 
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5.2.2 Period 2: Chinese Ceramics Trades in the Transitional Era (c. 1000-1250 
AD) 
  The end of the Tang Empire in the early 10th century divided China into different 
states until the Song Empire re-unified it in the early 11th century. At the same time 
the prosperity of the Abbasid Caliphate began to decline and this perhaps reduced 
long distance trade between China and the Gulf. Period 2 therefore sees a change 
towards Oman, Aden and particularly Fatimid Egypt as the key trading partner 
(Chaudhuri 1985:49, Rougeulle 1996:167-171). 
  In comparison with Period 1, it seems that the Chinese ceramic findings in Period 2 
have obvious limitations. First, there is the decreased quantity of sherds (Table 3.5 in 
Chapter 3) and un-balanced distribution. Chinese ceramic findings from Sharmah 
(Site 94) and Fustat (Site 101) account for nearly 80% percent of all Chinese ceramic 
materials (Table 6.8 in Appendix 5) and 15 sites have no reported sherd numbers. This 
might be related to the second limitation, which is that the understanding of Chinese 
trade ceramics from the 11th to 13th centuries is still relatively weak. 
  This is not hard to explain because the Chinese trade ceramics of Period 2 consist 
of white stoneware and Qingbai wares. These white/bluish white ceramic wares were 
produced in south China, in areas such as Fujian, Guangdong and Anhui provinces 
and cannot be easily distinguished. This may be a part of the reason for the low 
reported numbers of Chinese ceramic sherds at many sites in the 11th to 13th centuries. 
  In terms of Chinese ceramic archaeology, the understanding of Chinese ceramic 
industries in this period is well established by contrast (Chapter 2). 
  According to the ceramic classes dated from 907 to 1271 AD in Table 4.2-1 in 
Chapter 4 (see classes 3 to 8, 14 to 15, 22, 24, 25 34 to 36 and 40 in Chapter 4), Map 
5.4 shows the trade ceramic industries from the 10th to 13th centuries. There were 
some changes in manufacturing location according to this map.  
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Map 5.4-1: Chinese traded ceramic industries in the 11th to early 12th centuries 
 
Map 5.4-1: Chinese traded ceramic industries in the late 12th to the 13th centuries 
Map 5.4: Distribution maps of Chinese ceramic kilns for export wares (Period 2). 
(Drawing by Ran Zhang)
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Map 5.5: Distribution of sites with Chinese ceramic sherd quantities (shown by yellow circles) in the 
western Indian Ocean (Period 2). 
 (This map is based on Table 5.2 and see the site locations on Map 1.2 in Chapter I, drawing by Ran 
Zhang) 
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  Firstly, the industries had shifted to south China and this shift occurred in the 
middle of the 12th century when Song China lost the northern Chinese territory in 
1127 AD. No northern Chinese ceramic production could access the maritime trade 
via the southern Chinese port cities. Secondly, with the decline of Guangzhou port 
and the rise of Quanzhou port, the traded ceramic industry established in the 8th 
century and originally located in Guangdong province following this change of port 
cities. It can be seen clearly that, in the 13th century, a large traded ceramic industry 
was centred in Fujian and could reach the areas of east Guangdong and south 
Zhejiang provinces. 
  The distribution on Map 5.5 is very different from that on Map 5.3, as sites in 
Yemen and the northern Red Sea (especially Sharmah and Fustat) produced the 
largest numbers of sherds and a higher number of local sites, although archaeological 
identification of the unearthed Chinese ceramic sherds from these sites remains 
unclear in many cases (Figure and Table 5.2). While some sites in the very south of 
India participated in the Chinese ceramic trade at this time, other sites, such as Sanjan 
(Site 34) in the centre of India near Mumbai, declined. A clear change is apparent in 
the Gulf, as the trade centre at Siraf moved to Kish and the Minab area (Site 52). 
However, it appears that the northern coastal area of the Gulf still played a rather 
important role in the ceramics trade in the western Indian Ocean according to the 
distribution of classes (in sites 55, 97 and 123). A decline also seems to have occurred 
in East Africa. 
  This pattern suggests significant changes in the pattern of trade in the western 
Indian Ocean in Period 2: in the late 10th century, Indian Ocean trade changed with 
the decline of the Abbasid Caliphate and the rise of the Fatimid Caliphate in Egypt 
(Chaudhuri 1985:58). However, it should be remembered that the understanding of 
both Chinese trade ceramics and archaeological sites in this period is still very limited 
so this pattern should be regarded as quite preliminary. More work is needed to focus 
on the lower-quality productions of Guangdong and Fujian Province and a bridge is 
needed between them and the Chinese ceramic findings in the western Indian Ocean. 
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Sri Lanka India The Gulf The Red Sea East Africa Total1 
Site No. 6 2 11 15 3 37 
% 16.2% 5.4% 29.7% 40.5% 8.1% 100.0% 
Sherd No. 223 6 216 1,967 75 2,487 
% 9.0% 0.2% 8.7% 79.1% 3.0% 100.0% 
 
 
Figure 5.2: Site and sherd quantity percentage in five areas. 
Total1 in the table represents the total numbers of site and sherds in the western Indian Ocean (Period 
2, sources based on Table 5.2) 
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Table 5.2: This table presents the site list in the areas in western Indian Ocean that divided by trade distances of every 1,000 km from south China (Period 2). 
This table is based on Table 6.8 in Appendix 5. The site names can be found in Dataset 3 of Appendix 3 according to site numbers. There are five areas (Sri Lanka & East 
India, West India, The Gulf, Yemen and the Red Sea, and East Africa). In each area, the site with Chinese ceramic findings and their sherd quantities have been listed below. 
‘SN’ means ‘Site Number’, which can be found in Appendix 3, ‘SQ’ means ‘sherd quantity’ and ‘’ represents ‘unknown sherd number’. At the bottom, the ‘Total Quantity’ 
shows the total numbers of site and sherd quantity in each area. 
 
Area Sri Lanka & East India 
 
West India 
 
The Gulf 
 
Yemen and the Red Sea 
 
East Africa 
Site List 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
Site 7  Site 34 6 Site 52 111 Site 82  Site 108 1 
Site 8  Site 51  Site 54 1 Site 83  Site 110 59 
Site 40 21 
  
Site 55 21 Site 84  Site 112 15 
Site 43 200 
  
Site 65 18 Site 85  
  
Site 44 1 
  
Site 70 1 site 87  
  
Site 45 1 
  
Site 79  Site 88  
  
    
Site 97 12 Site 89  
  
    
Site 123 40 Site 90  
  
    
Site 126 5 Site 94 990 
  
    
Site 128 1 Site 95 3 
  
    
Site 129 6 Site 98  
  
      
Site 99  
  
      
Site 101 972 
  
      Site 102 2   
      
Site 127  
  
Total Qnt. 6 223 
 
2 6 
 
11 216 
 
15 1,967 
 
3 75 
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5.2.3 Period 3: Chinese Ceramic Trades in the Longquan celadon era (c. 
1250-1400 AD) 
  The second half of the 13th century witnessed the dramatic expansion of the 
Mongol Empire, and this period has attracted much attention from historians and 
archaeologists. Abu-Lughod (1989) believes that this was an early stage in the 
globalisation process prior to that created and recorded by European merchants. 
Under the rule of the Mongol Empire, the Golden Horde, Chagatai, Ögedei, Ilkhanate 
and Yuan China occupied most of the Islamic-Asia continent and through their 
conquests and re-connections, trade by land or sea-based routes began to re-emerge in 
the 13th to 14th centuries (Lin 2006, Liu 2010:109, Lin 2011). 
 
 
Map 5.6: Distribution maps of Chinese ceramic kilns for export wares (Period 3). 
(Based on Table 6.9 in Appendix 5 and drawing by Ran Zhang) 
 
  According to the Chinese trade ceramic classes dated from 1271 to 1368 AD shown 
in Table 4.2-1 of Chapter IV (see classes 9, 12, 16, 17, 19, 27, 28, 38 and 40), these 
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ceramic producers have been highlighted on Map 5.6. It shows that, as the Mongol 
Yuan Chinese had reunified China in the late 13th century, it can be seen that the north 
Chinese ceramic wares returned to the list of trade ceramics found in the western 
Indian Ocean (according to columns White and KN 16 of polychrome in Table 6.9 in 
Appendix 6). However, only Cizhou wares and possibly Ding wares from Hebei 
province in north China have been confirmed and it looks as if north Chinese 
ceramics were not involved in large scale trade. 
  In this period South China had a totally different pattern in comparison with the 
north. The sudden rise of the Longquan celadon kilns and the newly invented blue and 
white porcelains in the Jingdezhen kilns had become the main trade ceramic 
manufacturing centres. Guangdong and Fujian local industries had been involved as 
well, but their ceramic production’s quality was much lower.  
  This large expansion of southern Chinese trade ceramics might have benefited the 
new established port cities in the Chinese littoral from Shanghai to Guangzhou 
through the encouragement of the Yuan court of maritime trade. It has been 
historically recorded that “…There are seven Offices of the Superintendent of 
Merchant Shipping that have been established in Hangzhou, Shanghai, Ganpu (near 
Jiaxing in Zhejiang), Wenzhou, Qingyuan (present-day Ningbo), Guangzhou and 
Quanzhou ports…” (
	
) (Song 1984:Volume of Shizu Benji). Although these offices were retained from 
the Song court’s administration, their duties had changed in the Yuan dynasty: it has 
been suggested that Song merchant shipping offices were dealing with the regulation 
of maritime trade but Yuan’s offices were actually conducting maritime trade by 
organising and dispatching maritime trading activities (Heng 2005:199). 
  With this enlarged traded ceramic industry in south China and the positive attitude 
of the Yuan court towards sea trade, it is interesting to see that there was tremendous 
prosperity of the Chinese ceramic trade to the western Indian Ocean on Map 5.7. 
  In comparison with Table 5.2, the figures in Table 5.3 show increased site numbers 
in all five areas in the western Indian Ocean. The entrance to the Gulf and southern 
India experienced a sharp increase in trade in both terms of site and sherd numbers. 
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Sites such as Julfar (Site 69) in north UAE, Minab (Site 52) in south Iran and Kish 
Island (Site 97) in the deeper area of the Gulf yielded large quantities of Chinese 
ceramics with a richness of Chinese ceramic classes (Table 6.9 in Appendix 5). 
 
Map 5.7: Distribution of sites with Chinese ceramic sherd quantities (shown by yellow circles) in the 
western Indian Ocean (Period 3). 
(This map is based on Table 5.3 and see the site locations on Map 1.2 in Chapter I, drawing by Ran 
Zhang) 
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Table 5.3: This table presents the site list in the areas in western Indian Ocean that divided by trade distances of every 1,000 km from south China (Period 3). 
This table is based on Table 6.9 in Appendix 5. The site names can be found in Dataset 3 of Appendix 3 according to site numbers. There are five areas (Sri Lanka & East 
India, West India, The Gulf, Yemen and the Red Sea, and East Africa) in this table. In each area, the site with Chinese ceramic findings and their sherd quantities have been 
listed below. ‘SN’ means ‘Site Number’, which can be found in Appendix 3, ‘SQ’ means ‘sherd quantity’ and ‘’ represents ‘unknown sherd number’. At the bottom, the ‘Total 
Quantity’ shows the total numbers of site and sherd quantity in each area. 
Area Sri Lanka & East India 
 
West India 
 
The Gulf 
 
Yemen and the Red Sea 
 
East Africa 
site list 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
 
SN SQ 
Site 1 9 Site 5 10 Site 52 785 Site 73  Site 107  
Site 2 72 Site 9 1 Site 53 25 Site 83 3 Site 108 51 
Site 3  Site 16 2 Site 54 15 Site 84  Site 109 151 
Site 4 1,425 Site 17  Site 55 51 Site 85  Site 110 152 
Site 6 0 Site 18 85 Site 57 60 Site 86  Site 111 497 
Site 22 15 Site 19 25 Site 65 32 Site 87  Site 112 216 
Site 23 8 Site 27 2 Site 68 66 Site 88  Site 114  
Site 24 2 Site 28 15 Site 69 1,008 Site 89  Site 115  
Site 38 27 Site 34 3 Site 70 29 Site 91  Site 116  
Site 29 26 Site 35 1 Site 71  Site 93  Site 117  
Site 40 40 Site 37 12 Site 72 1 Site 94 300 Site 118  
Site 41 10 Site 50 2 Site 97 201 Site 96  Site 119  
Site 42 2 Site 51  Site 123 36 Site 98  Site 120  
Site 45 7 
  
Site 75 1 Site 99 2 Site 121  
Site 46 100 
  
Site 77  Site 101 2,692 Site 122 4 
Site 47 2 
  
Site 79 20 Site 102 13 
  
Site 49 1 
  
Site 126 113 Site 127 999 
  
      Site 128 42       
       Site 129 38       
Total Quantity 17 1,746 
 
13 158 
 
19 2,523 
 
17 4,009 
 
15 1,067 
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Sri Lanka India The Gulf The Red Sea East Africa Total1 
Site No. 17 13 19 17 15 81 
% 21.0% 16.0% 23.5% 21.0% 18.5% 100.0% 
Sherd No. 1,746 158 2,523 4,009 1,067 9552 
% 18.3% 1.7% 26.4% 42.0% 11.2% 100.0% 
 
 
Figure 5.3: Site and sherd quantity percentage in five areas.  
Total1 in the table represents the total numbers of site and sherds in the western Indian Ocean (Period 
3, sources based on Table 5.3) 
 
  Likewise, East Africa had become a very important area in this trade via Aden in 
Yemen. Although the Sharmah port (Site 94) declined during this period, it still 
played an important role with large findings of Longquan celadon wares. Sites 
including Abyan, al-Qaraw, Habil and Kawd am-Saila (Sites 91, 96, 98 and 99) have 
yielded many classes of Chinese ceramic imports consisting of blue and white 
porcelains, celadon, Shufu porcelain, Martabani type wares and Dehua Qingbai 
stoneware. In particular, the blue and white porcelain, celadon and Shufu porcelain 
wares can be considered as high quality Chinese ceramics. In comparison with the 
number of unearthed Chinese ceramic classes, the Aden area was higher than the 
areas of the Red Sea but it also can be seen that the reported Chinese ceramic sherd 
numbers are as small as the Red Sea and south Yemen. As the entrance of the Red Sea, 
the Aden area has not much detail of the Chinese ceramic sherd assemblages that has 
been recorded and they have been described as ‘scarce’ or ‘small’ and only two 
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assemblages of Martabani wares and Longquan celadon wares have been reported as 
‘many’ in the site at Kawd am-Saila. However, on the contrary, at the middle and end 
of the Red Sea, the sites of Fustat (Site 101) and Aydhab (Site 127) produced huge 
numbers of Chinese ceramic imports. Over 90% (3691/4009 sherds, also see the 
highlighted numbers in Table 5.3) of Chinese ceramic imports in the Yemen and Red 
Sea area come from these two sites. This could indicate that the trade of the Red Sea 
entrance may no longer have been as busy as its previously level in the 11th to the 
middle 13th centuries, and this was probably due to the trade powers having been 
taken back to the Gulf by Iran due the rule of the Mongol Empire. Meanwhile, it is 
also highly likely that sea trade in the Red Sea maintained its prosperity and Aydhab 
was acting as the trade centre, as Ibn Jubayr wrote: ‘This town (Aydhab) is one of the 
busiest port of the world with many ships from India and Yemen’ (Yajima 1980, 
Mikami 1988:13-15). 
  Otherwise, it can be seen that a sharp increase also occurred in south Indian 
including Sri Lanka. In particular the site of Periyapattinam (Site 4) in southern India 
yielded a huge number of Chinese ceramics, which can be divided into five classes 
(Dataset 3: Site 4 in Appendix 3). With rich distributed local sites in south India and 
Sri Lanka, this area was closely involved in the trade of Chinese ceramics. 
 
5.2.4 Period 4: Chinese Ceramic Trades before the Ming China maritime 
‘withdrawal’ (c. 1400-1433 AD) 
  Since the late 14th century, the fragmentation of the Mongol Empire left a 
complicated patchwork of many relict states in Eurasia. The Ming armies defeated 
Mongolian Yuan China in 1368 AD which led to the establishment of the Ming 
Dynasty. Mongol rulers fled to their homeland, Mongolia. Chagatai and the Golden 
Horde lost the connections with Mongolia and China and were invaded by Timur. At 
the same time, the Delhi Sultanate also lost most of its land in modern middle and 
southern India, while south India was under the rule of Vijayanagar.  
  Clear changes occurred not only in political patterns, but also in economic 
production and consumption patterns. In northern China the ceramic industry sharply 
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declined, while south Chinese establishments of Imperial Ceramic kilns settled in 
Jingdezhen and Longquan, and two of them were in the leading position among 
ceramic industries in this period. These two ceramic kilns had monopolies in Chinese 
ceramic manufacturing and may have been strongly linked to the export of Chinese 
ceramics in this period. 
 
Map 5.8: Distribution of sites with Chinese ceramic sherd quantities (shown by yellow circles) in the 
western Indian Ocean (Period 4). 
(This map is based on Table 6.10 in Appendix 5 and see the site locations on Map 1.2 in Chapter I, 
drawing by Ran Zhang) 
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  Map 5.6 shows that there was poor distribution of archaeological sites with Chinese 
ceramic finds. As shown in Table 3.5 (see Chapter 3) and Table 6.10 (see Appendix 5), 
a big gap in Chinese ceramics imports to the western Indian Ocean occurred in the 
15th century (including the very late 14th century). It is interesting to see that, although 
the quantity of Chinese ceramic sherds declined sharply, the imperial type of blue and 
white porcelain manufactured in the Jingdezhen kilns and celadon wares made in the 
Longquan kilns were found. This was the first time that these high-quality ceramic 
wares with Ming Chinese Imperial attributions had been traded to foreign markets. 
These finds can perhaps be linked to the Official Voyages, sent by the Ming Emperor 
Zhu Di and led by admiral Zheng He (Lin and Zhang 2015). This supports the notion 
that trade between Ming China and the western Indian Ocean was highly likely to 
have been monopolised by Ming official trade and expeditions.  
  However, it should be noted that there are sites without Chinese ceramic imports in 
the western Indian Ocean. In this period, the pattern shown by Chinese ceramic 
imports might be biased, and it was perhaps due to other merchants, such as 
South-eastern Asian merchants, participating much more in this trade, rather than 
Chinese merchants (cf. Brown 2009) because private merchants were not allowed to 
trade outside China due to the ‘Sea Ban’ in the early Ming period. It has been 
suggested that a rise in Southeast Asian ceramics occurred as a replacement for 
Chinese ceramics (Brown 2009). Combined with the suggestion of the Ming Gap 
(Harrisson 1958) and investigations of shipwrecks in the east Indian Ocean (Brown 
2009), there is clearly a shortage of Chinese ceramic finds dating from the 15th 
century and to the early and middle of 16th century (according to Table 6.11 in 
Appendix 5, there was a sharp growth of Chinese ceramic imports again in the 
western Indian Ocean). 
  Attempts have been made by some Chinese scholars to argue that the Ming Gap 
theory is not conclusive, based a large number of Longquan finds from the Gedi site 
(Site 111) (Liu et al. 2012:59, Qin and Liu 2012:19-20). However, according to the 
intensive trade pattern for the Indian Ocean shown in Table 6.10 and Map 5.8 and in 
comparison with the trade pattern in the 14th century, there was a clear decline in the 
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Chinese ceramic trades in the western Indian Ocean and the evidence is not 
sufficiently reliable to support this challenge. 
   It has been suggested that Zheng He’s voyages did not meet the great expectations 
to monopolise maritime trade profits, and China’s economy collapsed with Ming 
Chinese withdrawal from the maritime trade in the middle of 15th century (Lo 1958, 
Abu-Lughod 1989:340-341, 347). The archaeological evidence supports the ‘Ming 
Gap’ in Chinese ceramic trade. 
 
5.3 Conclusion of chapter 5 
  The end of the 15th century marks a new age for the Indian Ocean, as European 
merchants began to trade and expand their powers in this area. The East India 
Company ended the caravan trade and linked China and Europe (Steensgaard 1974). 
This is reminiscent of the 8th century, as it marks a new age for the Indian Ocean, 
which is the main focus of this chapter, and was an age characterised by the entrance 
of Arab merchants who connected China to the Islamic world with large scale trading. 
  This chapter has reviewed and tentatively explored some of the key trends in 
Chinese ceramic trade patterns in the western Indian Ocean from the 8th to 15th 
centuries that have begun to emerge from the data collected for this thesis. It is 
important to try to understand pre-European trade history through Chinese ceramic 
trade due to a lack of historical sources. Although much more information could be 
extracted from further analysis of the data sets collected for this study, there is a limit 
to what is possible within the space of a PhD thesis. It is hoped that the case has been 
that there is some value in taking a general, long-term and comprehensive approach to 
trade ceramics rather than focussing on specific periods, wares, regions or sites. The 
data collection from over 120 archaeological sites presented and discussed here, even 
though they lack detail and accuracy in some cases, has allowed the discussion of a 
broader framework of the development of trade that would otherwise be difficult to 
discern.  
  The present limitations of archaeological data mean that it remains difficult to 
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outline the full trade networks of the western Indian Ocean during the medieval 
period. Without archaeological missions in areas such as Iraq, Iran and the Red Sea, it 
will be difficult to understanding fully history of this trade. Chinese ceramics have 
natural advantages when reviewing these trade patterns due to the precision of their 
dating and provenance but it is important to remember that Chinese ceramics were not 
the only commodities in this trade (Rougeulle 1996:175). 
  The Gulf area played a significant role in maritime trade from China to the West, 
and even during the 11th to the 13th centuries powers from the Red Sea and India 
separately participated in this trade. The well-founded wealth of Basra and the key 
geographical position of the Hormuz provided key advantages for the Gulf to 
establish itself as a trading centre for intercontinental trade. The biggest disadvantage 
was that there was no long lived, peaceful and stable dynasty after the 11th century in 
the Gulf, in comparison with the Red Sea and southern India. Conflicts between 
different states under the Abbasid Caliphate and the invasion of the Mongols must 
have had a strong negative influence on the trading power of the Gulf. This may be 
the reason for the movement of the trading centres from the middle (Siraf) to the 
entrance (Hormuz) of the Gulf (Lin 2012). 
  Indian and East African interest in Chinese ceramics occurred later than in the Gulf 
and Red Sea. The evidence demonstrates that the growth in Chinese ceramic imports 
in southern India and East Africa occurred in the 14th century. Northern India 
participated less in this trade, although evidence of its interest in Chinese ceramics 
can be found throughout the 8th to 15th centuries, reaching a peak in the 14th century.  
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION 
 
  This thesis has presented a new, standardised classification of Chinese trade 
ceramics from the 8th to the 15th centuries and has used it to re-examine and re-assess 
the distribution of trade ceramics around the western Indian Ocean. Three principal 
conclusions have emerged, which will be summarised briefly here. 
 
6.1 Trade ceramic industries in China from the 8th to the 15th centuries 
  As has been addressed in Chapter 2, Chinese ceramic history has been very well 
studied by both Chinese archaeologists and Western scholars for many decades. 
However, many if not most of these studies are based on complete and high-quality 
ceramic objects. From the perspective of a long-term historical perspective, 
lower-quality ceramics and small-scale productions have often been ignored, as has 
the need for a classification that is more easily applicable to the highly fragmentary 
assemblages of small sherds that are typical of excavation material, where complete 
shapes and decorative schema are not always clear enough to use for classification. 
These coarser productions, which are by far the most significant proportion of trade 
ceramics, and their producers, have, for the most part, been examined only in 
individual academic studies. For this thesis, data on both high- and low-quality 
ceramic producers has been collected from 200 kiln sites across China, some with 
many kilns, and then grouped into 40 types of production wares that were made for 
export during the 8th to 15th centuries. With the dating evidence available for each kiln 
site, the patterns of Chinese ceramic industries have been outlined for the first time. 
  Combining the general and extensive background of Chinese ceramic industries 
(Chapter 2) and the trade ceramic identifications in the classification (Chapter 4), the 
locations and changes of Chinese trade ceramic industries, in terms of archaeological 
evidence, have been separately presented (Chapter 5). This is the first such study with 
a focus upon Chinese trade ceramic industrial production. 
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  As the study has shown, in the 8th to 9th centuries, with the beginning of the 
large-scale and long-distance trade of Chinese ceramics from China to the northern 
Indian Ocean rim, and in particular to the Gulf, China developed three industries for 
supporting these trades. As indicated in Map 5.2 (Chapter 5), they were located in 
Zhejiang/Fujian provinces, Guangdong province and Henan province. Large 
quantities of ceramic wares manufactured in these industries were involved in the 
early ceramic trades in the western Indian Ocean. Moreover, it is interesting to see 
that the Changsha kilns in Hunan province and the Gongxian kilns in Henan province, 
workshops that were located far inland, were producing polychrome wares to satisfy 
foreign (mainly Near Eastern) tastes (CSYKTZ 1996:227-228, Li 2011a:264-266), 
and some of these productions might actually have been designed for the export 
markets. However, these kilns suddenly declined in the 10th century and ceramic 
wares designed for foreign tastes were not seen again until the 14th century, for both 
domestic and foreign trade. 
  Furthermore, the northern Chinese trade ceramic industry completely declined in 
the following centuries (see Maps 2.1 to 2.6 in Chapter 2 and sections 5.4, 5.6 in 
Chapter 5). Although some northern Chinese ceramic productions were traded, they 
were only a very small percentage. For instance, Yaozhou celadon (produced in 
Shaanxi province) and Ding white wares (produced in Hebei province) separately 
accounted for 1.1% and 0.4% of all Chinese trade ceramics in the period from the 11th 
to the 13th centuries (see Table 6.8 in Appendix 5), and only four out of 80 sites in the 
western Indian Ocean reported the occurrence of Cizhou polychrome wares in the 14th 
century (produced in Hebei province, see 6.9 in Appendix 5). 
  In southern China, in the period from the 10th to the 15th centuries, the trade 
ceramic industries were mainly located in the southern Zhejiang, Fujian and 
Guangdong provinces, as well as in Jiangxi province centred on the Jingdezhen kilns. 
These areas were the key and stable producers of trade ceramic commodities. 
  The above-mentioned points could indicate that, with the geographical advantage 
that sites had for maritime trade in the southeast littoral area of China, this was the 
location of the large, stable and long-term industries of trade ceramics from the 8th to 
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the 15th centuries, although many local kilns, such as those of Fujian and Guangdong, 
were producing rough, low-quality ceramics. Conversely, the inland and northern 
Chinese ceramic kilns seemed to be involved only with difficulty and sporadically in 
the maritime trade, probably due to their geographical situation far from the port cities, 
although their productions were of good quality (such as the Yaozhou and Ding kilns), 
and of suitable designs for foreign markets. 
  
6.2 Trade of Chinese ceramics in the western Indian Ocean 
  In previous studies (see section 3.1 to 3.3 in Chapter 3) a fuller understanding of 
Chinese ceramics imported to the western Indian Ocean is similarly hampered by 
limited geographical knowledge. A good example is the work by Axelle Rougeulle 
(1996), which focuses on the Near East (the Gulf, the Red Sea and East Africa) rather 
than the whole of the western Indian Ocean. Lacking materials and collections from 
India and Sri Lanka, Rougeulle could provide only a limited analysis of the western 
Indian Ocean as a whole. To address this, in Chapter 3 of this thesis data from over 
120 sites was collected and over 500 groups of Chinese ceramic assemblages made up 
of over 25, 000 sherds separately dated from the 8th to the 20th centuries.  
  The datasets collected in this thesis provide a chance to observe the Chinese 
ceramic trade from the Far East to the Near East in a quantitative way, which might 
initially indicate changes in the maritime economy in the long term and over a wide 
geographical area. It aims to explore this uncharted area as a page in the history of 
developing globalised international trading system in the ‘pre-European period’ 
before the 16th century. Past historical and archaeological observations (mentioned in 
section 3.2 in Chapter 3) have been echoed in this exploration. 
 
6.2.1 A sudden rise of Chinese ceramic trade 
  Large quantities of Chinese ceramic finds and frequent occurrences in many sites 
around the western Indian Ocean are evidence that a sudden rise in Chinese ceramic 
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trade occurred by the middle of the 8th century. Such evidence has not been found for 
previous centuries, although small volumes of Chinese ceramics are known to have 
been traded to Southeast Asia in the pre-7th century period (Guy 1986:1-2). This 
sudden rise was probably due to several reasons: (1) the decline of the land-based Silk 
Road in the 8th century offered Tang China an incentive to develop maritime trade; 
this decline was caused mainly by instability and conflicts in central Asia and 
economic collapse and political chaos in northern China (Wei 1999:53, Franke and 
Twitchett 1994:5-6, DeBlasi 2001:7, Lewis 2009:42-44, 157-158); (2) the gradual 
improvement in Chinese ceramic manufacturing techniques in the 8th century meant 
that Chinese ceramics were more in demand from foreign markets and became one of 
the common/luxury commodities in long-distance trade (Chaudhuri 1985:39; also see 
section 2.2.2 in Chapter 2); (3) the expansion of seafaring by the Sasanians was 
unprecedented in Arab maritime travel; they reached South Asia and China by the 
pre-Islamic period (Whitehouse and Williamson 1973, Chaudhuri 1985:37, Piacentini 
1992:124-125, Hourani 1995:38), and after that small quantities of exotic imports first 
appeared in the Gulf (Priestman 2013:404-406). 
 
6.2.2 Peak and troughs of the Chinese ceramic trade 
  As discussed in the preliminary analysis in Chapter 3 (see Figure 3.7-1, 2), the state 
of Chinese ceramic trade in the western Indian Ocean during the 11th to 13th centuries 
is not clear. A reduced number of sherds have been found (from 3,479 in the 8th to 10th 
century to 2,487), but at an increased number of sites (from 26 to 37). This situation 
might be linked with the unstable political and economic environments in the Gulf: 
with the gradual and general decline of Siraf and the status of the medieval port cities 
in the Gulf after the late 10th century (Whitehouse 1975), the trade centres started to 
shift from the Gulf to the Red Sea (Rougeulle 1996). Overall, there is a relatively 
unclear picture of the presence of the Chinese ceramic trade, in comparison with the 
evident sudden rise in the trade in the earlier period. 
  In contrast, it is very clear that the Chinese ceramic trade reached its peak during 
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the 14th century (9,552 sherds from 81 western Indian Ocean littoral sites, see Table 
3.5 in Chpater 3), with Longquan celadon playing an important role among all traded 
Chinese ceramics (see Table 6.9 in Appendix 5). This development at that time seems 
to be an echo of the so-called ‘mid-13th to mid-14th century world-system’ suggested 
by Abu-Lughod (1989) – which was really a globalising maritime trade network. The 
archaeological evidence of this Chinese ceramic trade peak in the 14th century could 
suggest that there was an economic boom in long-distance trade from the Far East to 
the Near East. Subsequently, big troughs in both sherd and site numbers occur for the 
15th century (see Figure 3.7-1, 2); this was perhaps due to the Ming Chinese maritime 
trade and economic decline at that time (Lo 1958:340-341, Abu-Lughod 1989). 
 
6.2.3 ‘Celadon Age’ and ‘Blue and White Porcelain Age’ 
  According to Dataset 3 (in Appendix 3) both Chinese celadon and blue and white 
porcelain wares have been widely uncovered in the western Indian Ocean (as shown 
in Figure 6.1). It seems that they were traded in large quantities from the 8th to the 17th 
centuries as part of the long-distance trade from China to the western Indian Ocean.  
  The figure shows that there were probably two ages of Chinese ceramic trade 
within the long period from the 8th to the 17th centuries: the earlier one could be called 
the ‘Celadon Age’, ranging from the 8th to the 15th centuries, and the later one the 
‘Blue and White Porcelain Age’, dating from the 16th century onwards. The ‘Celadon 
Age’ can be seen clearly. With the much higher proportions of celadon wares among 
all Chinese trade ceramics, it grew steadily from the 8th to the 15th centuries (from 
18.7% in the 8th century to 85.7%) with a sharp increase in sherd numbers for the 14th 
century (from 1,178 in the 11th to the 13th centuries to 7,140 sherds), although there 
was a numerical trough in the sherd numbers for the 15th century. 
  Conversely, large quantities of traded blue and white porcelain were not seen 
before the 16th century. It has been argued that the period of successful manufacturing 
of blue and white porcelain in China was in the middle of the 14th century (Li 
1998:370-371, cf. Kerr and Wood 2004:219, Feng 2009:452-456); however, during 
		 296	
the period from the middle14th to the 15th centuries, celadon wares were still the major 
part of the Chinese ceramics traded to the western Indian Ocean, and blue and white 
porcelain wares accounted for no more than 13% (Figure 6.1). 
 
Class Value 8th to 10th cent. 11th to 13th cent. 14th cent. 15th cent. 16th to 17th cent. 
Celadon 
No. (Total No.) 650 (3,479) 1,178 (2,487) 7,140 (9,552) 933 (1,087) 6 (4,782) 
% 18.7 47.4 74.7 85.7 0.1 
CBW 
No. (Total No.) 1 (3,479) 0 (2,487) 645 (9,552) 150 (1,089) 4,565 (4,782) 
% 0 0 6.8 13.8 95.4 
Table A 
 
Figure B 
 
Figure C 
 
Figure 6.1: Number and percentages of celadon and CBW wares imported to the western Indian 
Ocean, from the 8th to 17th centuries. 
Table-A presents the number and percentages of celadon and CBW (Chinese blue and white porcelain) 
wares that have been discovered from western Indian Ocean sites, based on the data from Tables 6.7 to 
6.11 in Appendix 5. Figures B and C are based on Table A, and show the changing trends of celadon 
and CBW wares according to the sherd numbers and their percentages 
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  This situation changed sharply after the 16th century: with the vast expansion of 
manufacturing techniques of blue and white porcelain in China, after this time traded 
CBW wares made up over 95% of all Chinese trade ceramics, while the celadon 
industry in China and its trade declined markedly (see section 2.5.1-5 in Chapter 2 
and Figure 6.1: Table-A). 
  Celadon wares had their advantages for trade: (1) they could be more easily 
manufactured than other monochrome wares, such as pure white stoneware (which 
needed better and whiter clays), or polychrome wares, such as Changsha ware (which 
required colour agencies, better firing conditions and skilled painters); hence the wide 
distribution of the celadon industry in China, particularly in Zhejiang, in the period 
before the 15th century (see section 2.5.2 in Chapter 2); (2) there was a high demand 
for celadon wares in western Asia, where the fine glazes and colours of these ceramics 
were much appreciated. There was even a widespread belief that Chinese celadon 
could test the presence of poison in food (Chaudhuri 1985:39). These two reasons 
could explain the frequent occurrences of celadon wares in the period before the 16th 
century. 
 
6.3 The classification system of Chinese trade ceramics: wider implication 
  The core part of this thesis is an attempt to create a revised classification system for 
Chinese trade ceramics during the period from the 8th to the 15th centuries. Though 
still imperfect, this system, as it has been initially applied in this thesis for the purpose 
of analysis, provides a chance to examine the economic development of trade within 
the western Indian Ocean in more detail than has been possible before using an 
exploratory quantitative method. 
  This classification system has been evolved from the large datasets of over 400 
archaeological sites, kiln sites, surface surveys and tomb excavations in both China 
and the littoral areas of the western Indian Ocean. With these datasets, over 40 classes 
of Chinese trade ceramics have been individually classified, dated and identified. 
  It is hoped that this classification can be further applied, as a standardised system, 
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by future archaeologists and scholars for archaeological and historical studies, and 
also can be combined with other pottery classification systems, such as the general 
and integrated ceramic classifications developed by Kennet (2004) and Priestman 
(2013). 
   Together with an application of this system, these standardised classes of Chinese 
ceramics can be used as quantitative indicators for the study of economic history in 
the field of medieval archaeology. Individually, these ceramic classes can be used for 
dating evidence in archaeological excavation and missions. In the larger picture, the 
longue durée history of trade from China and the western Indian Ocean can be 
observed with more accumulated datasets of Chinese ceramic finds by using this 
classification system. 
 
6.4 Further possibilities  
  As mentioned in previous chapters, Chinese ceramics have natural advantages in 
archaeological studies and are very attractive for archaeologists to recreate the history 
of economic changes in the western Indian Ocean, due to their distinctive appearance 
and well-dated chronologies. It is therefore worth exploring further quantitative 
studies of Chinese trade ceramics, in particular for those archaeological sites with 
higher quantities.  
  For the future, there are unpublished and excluded materials, studies and 
documents which could be considered. Detailed studies of each class in this 
classification and the historical periods are worthy of further development. In 
particular, more detailed recording is required of pottery from archaeological sites in 
the region, going beyond simple sherd counts and classification to include 
information about trends in trade, using a standardised system of description. For 
example, the most problematic classes are the white and Qingbai stoneware produced 
in Guangdong and Fujian provinces in the 11th to 13th centuries. Each province of 
Guangdong and Fujian had a huge-scale ceramic industry, but their archaeological 
development and history that links to western Indian Ocean archaeology is rather 
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weak. The same situation also occurs for Longquan ceramics and kilns, although they 
have been relatively well described and introduced in this classification. The huge 
ceramic industry of the Longquan kilns in the 14th century is worth detailed 
investigation, due to the large quantities of ceramic productions that were imported to 
the western Indian Ocean at that time. 
  With further information of the abundance of Chinese ceramics in many sites in the 
western Indian Ocean, future studies on testing a methodological approach based on 
quantitative interpretations will be an essential direction. 
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Appendix 1: 
Dataset 1: Important ceramic kiln sites and their dating. 
This dataset presents an extensive collected data of the important and key Chinese archaeological sites of ceramic kilns in China, which are dated to the 6th to 16th centuries. 
For each collected kiln site, this dataset provides their information that consists of ‘KN’ (kiln-site numbers), ‘Location’ (the provincial locations of these kiln sites), ‘Kiln 
Names’ (both in English and Chinese), ‘Dating’ (the dating periods of these kiln sites), ‘Dating Evidence’ (the key archaeological dated evidence from this kiln site) and 
References. Among these information, the kiln-site number of each kiln is unique and they have been applied in this thesis by using the form of ‘KN + number’ (e.g. the 
Shouzhou kilns are in the form of KN1). All collected kiln sites are numbered by following this form from KN1 to KN140. This means that, in this dataset, there are 140 kiln 
sites. For ‘Location’, the Chinese provinces will be wrote in short form with their capital letter of these provinces. These short form and provinces are: AH=Anhui, 
CQ=Chongqing, FJ=Fujian, GD=Guangdong, GX=Guangxi, HB=Hebei, HN=Henan, HUB=Hubei, HUN=Hunan, JS=Jiangsu, JX=Jiangxi, SC=Sichuan, 
SD=Shandong, SHX=Shaanxi, SX=Shanxi, YN=Yunan and ZJ=Zhejiang. For ‘Dating’, their dating periods are based on Chinese dynasties, and they are: p=Pre-Tang to 
early Tang (6th to 7th centuries), t=Middle Tang (8th to 9th centuries), f=Five Dynasties (about 10th century), n=Northern Song (11th to 12th centuries), s=Southern Song 
1127-1274 AD (~12th to 13th centuries), y=Yuan 1274-1368 AD (~14th century), m=Ming 1368-1644 AD (~15th to 16th centuries). In terms of ‘Dating evidence’, there are 
about seven types of dating proofs for these kiln sites: (1) Ceramics (based ceramic chronological shapes), (2) coins (unearthed datable coins from kiln sites), (3) tombs 
(other datable tombs with unearthed similar ceramic wares), (4) KF (Kiln furniture with datable inscriptions), (5) HR (Historical Records), (6) Datable Ceramics (Unearthed 
ceramic wares with datable information, such as inscriptions, moulded dating information or datable calligraphy) and (7) Datable Materials (other dating information, such 
as unearthed steles and kiln structures). 
 
 
 
 
 
		 301	
KN Location Kiln Name Dating Dating Evidence References 
1 AH Shouzhou :C p t           Ceramics; HR; Coins 
(Hu 1988:747-748, 
Tao 2011) 
2 FJ Cizao  p t f n s y 
 
Ceramics 
(Chen et al. 
1982:490-498, 
FJSBWG 2000a, 
AXXWHG 
1977:64-65) 
3 FJ Huai’an M2 p t           Ceramics (FJSBWG 1996) 
4 GX  Guilin _[ p t f n s      
Ceramics; coin: 1071 
AD 
(GLBWG 
1994:524-525, 
GXZZZZQWWGZD 
1984:211-212) 
5 HUN Yueyang @¸ p t  f  n        
Tombs: 351 AD, 493 
AD, 494 AD, 610 AD 
(Zhou 1978:76-77, 
Zhou et al. 1984, 
Huang 1989) 
6 JS Yixing 5 p t           Ceramics 
(NJSBWG 1984, 
Xiao 1982) 
7 JX Zhangshu b] p 
 
          Ceramics (ZSSBWG 1991) 
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KN Location Kiln Name Dating Dating Evidence References 
8 JX HongzhoupC p t f          
Ceramics; Datable 
Materials 
(Cheng et al. 
1984:92-93, 
JXSWWKGYJS 
2003, 
JXSWWKGYJS and 
JXSYXBWG 2012, 
Chen 1963) 
9 JX Yanshan ±= p t f n s y m Ceramics 
(Wang 
1986:1047-1048) 
10 SC Qionglai ¦B 
 
t f n       Ceramics 
(SCSWWGLWYH 
1991) 
11 SC Qingyanggong  Â6 p t 
 
        Ceramics 
(SCSWWGLWYH 
1984) 
12 ZJ Deqing Lw p 
 
          Ceramics; Tombs (Zhu 1989c, 1990) 
13 ZJ Yue ¡ p t f n s     Ceramics 
(Zhu 1981, Jin 1958, 
Li 1973, 
ZJSKWWKGYJS et 
al. 2002, Li 2011b, 
Lei et al. 2014, Luo 
2012) 
14 ZJ Wuzhou .C p t f n       Ceramics 
(Gong 1984:27-29, 
1987, 
JXSWWKGYJS and 
YSXBWG 2007) 
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KN Location Kiln Name Dating Dating Evidence References 
15 ZJ Ou  p t f n       Ceramics 
(Jin 1990, ZJSBWG 
2009, Jin 1965) 
16 HB Cizhou C p 
 
f n s y m 
Ceramics; Coins: 
Song; Tombs: 933 to 
1352 AD 
(Feng 1959, Qin and 
Ma 1990:19-22, Guo 
2005) 
17 HB Xing§ p t f n s     Tomb; Ceramics; HR 
(Shi et al. 2006, Yang 
and Lin 1981, Jia and 
Jia 1987) 
18 HN Gongyi D p t           
Ceramics; Datable 
Material; tombs: 
690-700 AD, 709 AD, 
842 AD 
(BJYSBWG 
2011:27-28, 
HNSWWKGYJS and 
ZGWHYCYJY 
2011:128-129) 
19 HN Xingyang ¸ p t           Ceramics (Zhang 1984:21-22) 
20 HN Anyang 2¸ p t 
 
n s y   
Tombs: Sui to Yuan ; 
Ceramics 
(Wei 1986, 
HNSBWG 1977) 
21 SD Qufu X· p t           
Ceramics; Tombs: 784 
AD 
(Song and Liu 
1985:39-40) 
22 SD Zhongchenhao  	¹ª p t f n s y m  
Ceramics, Tombs: 584 
AD 
(SDDXLSXKGZY 
and ZZSBWG 
1989:383-384, 
ZZSWWGLZ 1984, 
Feng 1995) 
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23 SD Zibo u! p t f n s 
 
  
Ceramics; Coins: Tang 
to Song 
(SDZBTCSBXZ 
1978:49-50, 1984, 
ZBSBWG 1987) 
24 AH Yanqian >   t           Ceramics (Han and Feng 2012) 
25 AH Songkou $   t f n s      Ceramics (Han and Feng 2012) 
26 AH Kongling /   t f n s      Ceramics (Han and Feng 2012) 
27 AH Qinxi |   t f n s      Ceramics (Han and Feng 2012) 
28 FJ Jianyang G¸   t f n s y m 
Ceramics; KF: about 
888 AD 
(Fu et al. 1990:37, Li 
1990, Xie 1996, 
FJSBWG 1990b, 
Zhang and Xu 1994, 
FJSBWG 2000c)  
29 HUB E’zhou ¬C p  t f  n        Ceramics (EZSBWG 1995) 
30 FJ Guangze n   t 
 
n s     Ceramics (Ye 2005c) 
31 FJ Jiangle <   t           Ceramics (FJSBWY 1959) 
32 GD Chaozhou ~C   t    n       Coins 
(GDSBWG 1981:40, 
Huang and Yang 
1983:525, Zeng 
1964a) 
33 GD Xicun Y       n       
Tombs; Datable 
Ceramics 
(GZSWWGLWYH 
1958:10-11, 
GZSWWGLWYH 
and AMOCUH 1987) 
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34 GD Gaoming ÇU   t           Ceramics (Yang and Cui 1993) 
35 GD Meixian a#   t     s     Ceramics (Yang 1994) 
36 GD Foshan-Shiwan =z   t 
 
n 
 
  m 
Ceramics; Datable 
Ceramics: Ming 
(Chen 1978:199) 
37 GD Guanchong 3   t f  n        
Ceramics; 
Tombs-Tang 
(Liu 2000:42) 
38 HUN Changsha ³i   t           KF; Tombs; 
(CSYKTZ 1996, 
Huang 2003, 
CSYBJWYH 2004) 
39 JX Ganzhou  C   t f n s y 
 
Ceramics; Tombs: 
Tang 
(JXSWWKGYJS 
1990, Xue and Luo 
1983, Peng 1966, Chi 
1984, 
JXSWWKGYJS and 
JSLNXWGS 2013, 
Liu 1991, 
XWXWWPCD 1984, 
Xia 1984, Wan 1987, 
Chen 1990) 
40 HB Quyang/Ding X¸/4   t f n s y   
Coins: Late Tang to 
Northern Song;  
(Lin 1965:400-411) 
41 HB Jingxing º   t f n s y   Ceramics 
(Guo 2001, Liang 
2005) 
42 HN Huixian ¢#   t 
  
      Ceramics (Li 1965:42) 
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43 HN Lushan È=   t f n s y   
Ceramics; HR: 
848-850 AD 
(Li and Li 
1980:57-59, Zhao et 
al. 1988:63) 
44 HN Mixian 9#   t f n       Ceramics 
(Feng 1964b, Zhou et 
al. 1995:559-560) 
45 HN Dengfeng ;   t f n s y   Ceramics 
(Feng 1964b, Li and 
Liu 2011) 
46 HN Hebi É+½   t f n s y   Ceramics; coins: Song 
(Zhao and Li 
1964:10-11) 
47 HN Yuzhou C   t 
 
n s y   
Tombs: 754 AD; 846 
AD; KF: 866 AD; HR 
(BJDXKGWBXY 
and HNSWWKGYJS 
2005, HNSBWG 
1975) 
48 HN Neixiang    t f n s y   Ceramics 
(HNSWWYJS 
1984a:314, 317) 
49 HN Jiaxian ©#   t 
 
n s y   Ceramics (Zhao et al. 1985) 
50 SHX Yaozhou C   t f n s y m 
Coins; Datable 
Ceramics: Song; HR; 
Tombs 
(SXSKGYJS and 
YZYBWG 1998, 
SXSKGYJS 1965) 
51 SX Hunyuan q{   t f n s y    Ceramics (Feng 1984:419) 
52 SX Pingding E4   t f n s 
 
  Ceramics 
(ZGGSYXH 
1982:Chapter 6) 
53 AH Fanchang T     f n       
Ceramics; Tombs, 
Coins 
(Yang et al. 
2006:47-48) 
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54 AH Renli ¯     f n       Ceramics (Han and Feng 2012) 
55 AH Yaotouling Q-?     f n       Ceramics (Han and Feng 2012) 
56 AH Xiajian Áµ     f n       Ceramics (Han and Feng 2012) 
57 HUN Hengyang ¸   t  f n       Ceramics 
(Zhou 1984b, Liu 
1984:264-265, Xiang 
1996) 
58 JX Linjiang h     f n s y m Ceramics (Yu 1995) 
59 JX Jizhou &C   t  f n s y   Tombs: Tang to Yuan 
(JXSWWGZD 
1984a:487-488, Zhou 
1994) 
60 JX JingdezhenWL²     f n s y m  
Coins; Tombs; KF: 
831 AD; HR 
(Author’s visiting; 
Liu and Bai 1980, 
BJDXKGWBXY et 
al. 2007, Wang et al. 
2006, Huang and 
Huang 2012, 
JXSWWKGYJS and 
JDZMYBWG 2007, 
Liu 1982, GGBWY et 
al. 2007a, b, Chen 
1973b:48, Peng 1966, 
Wang 2014c, Yuan 
2013) 
61 AH Xiafuqiao `       n s     Ceramics (Han and Feng 2012) 
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62 FJ Tong’an '2       n s y 
 
Ceramics 
(Li 1974:82, 84, 
FJSWWGLWYH 
1958, Huo and Lin 
2004, XYXBWG 
1999, Anonymous 
2011) 
63 GD Fengkai ;H 
   
n 
   
Ceramics (He and Zhao 1975) 
64 FJ Shaxian i#       n       Ceramics (SXBWG 2011:20) 
65 FJ Xiamen "´       n s 
  
Ceramics  coins   
1119-1125 AD; 
1131-1162 AD 
(XMSWWGLWYH 
1999, Zheng and Cai 
1999) 
66 FJ Sanming U       n s y m  Ceramics (Ye 2005h, Li 1995b) 
67 FJ Songxi Z|     f  n       Ceramics (FJSBWG 1982) 
68 GD Huizhou NC       n       Coins (Zeng and Wu 1977) 
69 GX Guiping _E       n       
Ceramics; coins: 
1096-1100 AD; 1101 
AD 
(Zhang 1983:518, 
Chen 1984:200) 
70 GX Rongxian 8#       
 
s     Ceramics 
(GXZZZZQWWGZD 
1987) 
71 HUB Jiangxia h,       n       
Tombs: 1037 AD; 
1117 AD 
(He et al. 2000) 
72 HUB Husi ym       n 
 
    
Ceramics; Tombs: 
Song 
(WHSWWC 1984) 
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73 HUN Chenzhou «C       n       
KF: Northern Song; 
Ceramics 
(Long 1992) 
74 HUN Hongjiang ph       n       
KF: 1089 AD; 
Ceramics 
(HNSWWKGYJS 
2006:48-49) 
75 SC Pengxian K#       n s     
Ceramics  Coins: 
Song; Tombs: Song 
(SCSWWGLWYH 
1983:57) 
76 ZJ Longquan Ìl       n s y m 
Ceramics; Tombs; HR; 
KF; Coins: Song to 
Ming 
(ZJSWWKGYJS 
2005, 
ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 
2009, Zhang 1989a, 
Li et al. 1986, 
SHBWGKGB 1986, 
Cao 1984) 
77 FJ Quanzhou lC       n s y m  
Ceramics; Tombs: 
Song; 1187 AD 
(AXXWHG 1977, 
Zhang 1989b, Li 
1960, Lin 1999) 
78 HN Xin’an R2       n s y    Ceramics (HNSBWG 1974:79) 
79 HN Yiyang 5¸       n s     Ceramics 
(HNSWWYJS 
1984b:323-325) 
80 HN Ru g       n s     Ceramics; HR; Coins 
(Sun 2005:3-4, 
HNSWWYJS 
1992:152-153) 
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81 HN Linru g       n s y    
Ceramics; coins: 
1056-1063; 1078-1085 
AD;  
(HNSWWKGYJS 
1995) 
82 SHX Xunyi S¥       
 
s 
 
  
CeramicsKF: 1228 
AD 
(XYDQWWGLWYH 
1980) 
83 SX Jiexiu        n s     Ceramics; HR (Wu 1958:36-37) 
84 SX Mengjiajing 07       n s y m Ceramics (Yang 1964:49) 
85 CQ Tushan t=         s     Ceramics 
(CQSBWG 
1991:232) 
86 FJ Zhangzhou }C       n s y m 
Ceramics; coins: 
1119-1125 AD, 
Southern Song to Qing 
(FJSBWG 
1998:26-27, Zhang 
1999, FJSBWG 2001, 
Ye 2005d, Tang 
1999, Wang 
1993:253, FJSBWG 
1987:123, Ye 
2005f:26-27) 
87 GD Qujiang Xh       n        Ceramics (Wu and Da 2003) 
88 FJ Hui’an N2         s y   Ceramics (FJSBWG 1993:41) 
89 FJ Nan’an  2         s     
Ceramics  Tombs:  
Song 
(Huang 1957:53) 
90 FJ Putian          s y   Ceramics; HR: Song 
(Ke and Chen 
1995:612, Li 1979a) 
91 FJ Fuqing w         s y    Ceramics (Ye 2005b) 
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92 FJ Yongchun fV         s y 
 
Ceramics (Zeng 2001:173) 
93 FJ Zhangping }E         s y m Ceramics (Ye 2005i) 
94 FJ Minhou ¶         s     
Ceramics; Tombs: 
Song; 1187 AD 
(Ye 2005e:20-21, 
Zeng 2001, Wen et al. 
2011) 
95 GX Tengxian #         s     
Ceramics; KF: 1238 
AD 
(Wei 1984:190-193) 
96 GX Xing’an 2         s     
Ceramics; Datable 
Ceramics: 1163 AD, 
1223 AD 
(Li 1991:766)  
97 HUN Yiyang ¸         s y  m  
Ceramics; Datable 
Materials: 1260- 1264 
AD 
(Sheng 
1983:341-342, Zhou 
et al. 1984, Zhou 
1984a:70-71, 78) 
98 JX Nanfeng  
       n s     
Ceramics; Tombs: 983 
AD; 1160 AD 
(JXSWWGZD 
1985:231-232, Chen 
1963) 
99 JX Nankeng  )         s y m Ceramics 
(JXSWWGZD 
1984b:270) 
100 SC Dazhou £C         s     Ceramics 
(SCSWWKGYJS 
2005:21-22) 
101 ZJ Guan Kilns3         s     Ceramics; HR (HZSWWKGS 2002) 
102 HB Longhua ¼         s y   Ceramics (Li 1985:39) 
103 SX Huozhou ÀC         s y   Ceramics; HR (Tao 1992:524-525) 
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104 SX Changzhi ³k         s     
Ceramics; Tombs: 
1196 AD, 1201-1208 
AD; Datable materials: 
1201 AD 
(SXSKGYJS 
1998:24) 
105 FJ Dehua-QB L         s y m 
KF: 1307 AD; 
Ceramics: Yuan-Qing 
(DHGCYKGFJGZD 
1979:57, FJSBWY et 
al. 2006, Chen 1999) 
106 GD Raoping ÆE           y m Ceramics; HR 
(He et al. 
1984:160-161) 
107 GX Liuzhou \C 
   
n 
   
Ceramics (Xie 2000) 
108 JX Hengfeng cA             m HR; Ceramics (Chen 1973a:63) 
109 JX Jing’an Ã2           y   Ceramics (Chen 1986) 
110 YN Yuxi |           y  m  Ceramics (Ge and Li 1980) 
111 YN Lufeng 
             m Ceramics (Ge 1990, Li 1989) 
112 YN Jianshui Ge             m Ceramics (Ge 1987) 
113 SX Yuxian #         s     Ceramics; HR 
(SXSKGYJS 
1999:22) 
114 HUN Huaihua M 
      
m Ceramics 
(Zhou 1984a:71-73, 
78) 
115 GD Huiyang N¸             m Ceramics (Zeng 1962, 1964b) 
116 GD Boluo !             m Ceramics (Zeng 1965:22) 
117 GD Jieyang P¸             m Ceramics (Zeng 1965:22) 
		 313	
KN Location Kiln Name Dating Dating Evidence References 
118 GX Hepu %r             m 
Ceramics; KF: 1549 
AD 
(Zheng 
1986:1101-1102) 
119 HN Dangyangyu I¸    n s   HR; Ceramics; Coins 
(Yang 1997, Feng 
and Li 
2005b:181-213, 
JZSWWGZD 1995) 
120 HN Pacun OY p    s y  Ceramics 
(Feng and Li 
2005b:393-429) 
121 HN Qixian v#      y  Ceramics 
(Feng and Li 
2005b:337-349) 
122 FJ Nanping  E       n s y   Ceramics (FJSBWG 2000b) 
123 FJ Pucheng r*         s y   Ceramics (Lin and Zhao 1984) 
124 HN Luoyang o¸ p t      Ceramics 
(Huo 2008, Qian et 
al. 2005) 
125 FJ Minqing ¶w         s y   
Ceramics; KF: 1206 
AD 
(MQXWHJ and 
XMDXRLXKGZY 
1993) 
126 FJ Lianjiang ¤h   t   n s y   Ceramics (Li et al. 1994) 
127 FJ Shaowu ¨d           y m Ceramics (Fu and Wang 1988) 
128 FJ Ningde 1L         s y   Ceramics (Lou 1993) 
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129 GD Lei'zhou ¿C    n s y  
Ceramics; Tombs: 
1167 AD, 1343 AD 
(Song 1991:51-52, 
Deng 1989, Yang 
1988, ZHJSBWG et 
al. 2003, Yang 2001) 
130 GD Nanhai  s     s y  Ceramics 
(Song 1991:53, 
GDSWWH 1959) 
131 GD Longjingkeng ÌÄ)     s   Ceramics (Qiu 1996) 
132 GD Heyuan j{    n s   Ceramics (Liu 1997) 
133 HUN Hengshan =   f n s y  Ceramics; tombs 
(Zhou and Zheng 
1985, Zhou 1984c) 
134 ZJ Longyou Ìx p       Ceramics 
(Zhu 1995, Gong 
1989) 
135 ZJ Xiangshan = p       Ceramics (Li 1979b) 
136 JX Quan’nan     f n s y  Ceramics 
(Xue and Liu 1996, 
Shi 1984) 
137 HUN Lingling ¾»    n    
CeramicsKF: 1045 
AD 
(Zhou and Feng 1984, 
Zhou 1984c:51-52) 
138 JX Nancheng  *    n s   Ceramics (Hu 1964) 
139 SC Guangyuan F    n s   Ceramics; Tombs 
(SCSWWKGYJS and 
GYSWWBHGLS 
2003, CQSBWG 
1984) 
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140 GX Beihai s       m 
Ceramics; Datable 
Materials 
(Deng 2003) 
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Appendix 2: 
Dataset 2: Ceramic classes produced from Key ceramic kiln sites 
This dataset presents an extensive collected data of the important and key Chinese archaeological sites of ceramic kilns in China, which are dated between the 6th and 16th 
centuries. For each collected kiln site, this dataset provides information about their produced ceramic classes of different periods. From this dataset, it can be seen that there 
are five periods during the age from the 6th to the 17th centuries. Each period provides the ceramic class/classes that produced from these 140 kiln sites. Their kiln-site 
numbers are following dataset 1 (Appendix 1). There are 12 classes of ceramics that have been reported by these archaeological missions/excavations of these 140 kiln sites. 
These classes are: G= GREEN/CELADON (Â®), Y= YELLOW/BROWNISH YELLOW WARES (Ê­Ê), B= BLACK WARES (Ë®), F= CIZHOU TYPE 
WARES (CÅ^ ), C= BLUE AND WHITE CERAMICS (Â ), W= WHITE WARES (® ), P= POLYCHROME WARES (®J ), S= GREEN 
SPLASHED/SANCAI WARES (®JJ), Q= QINGBAI WARES (Â), E= ENAMEL (®J), J=JUN CELADON (°®() and O= OTHER (). The 
definitions of these classes can be found in Chapter 2: 2.5.2-(1). 
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KN 
Pre-Tang to 
early Tang 
(6th to 7th 
centuries) 
Middle Tang 
(8th to 9th centuries) 
Five Dynasties  
(~10th century) 
 
Northern Song 
(11th to 12th centuries) 
Southern Song 
(~12th to 13th 
centuries) 
Yuan  
1274-1368 AD 
Ming  
1368-1644 AD 
1 G Y     Y G B                                                           
2 G       Y G       Y G     G B Y       G B Y     G B Y                   
3 G       G P                                                             
4 G Y     G Y       G Y     G Y         G Y                               
5 G Y     G Y       G Y     G Y                                           
6 G       G                                                               
7 G Y                                                                     
8 G Y     G Y       G Y                                                   
9 G W     G         G       B Y         B Y       G Y         B G C Q     
10         G Y       G Y     G Y                                           
11 G Y     G Y                                                             
12 G B                                                                     
13 G       G         G       G           G                                 
14 G       G         G       G           G B J     G B J                   
15 G       G         G       G                                             
16 G                 W B F   W B F       W B F S   W B F E     B W F       
17 W B Y   G W Y S   W Y S   W Y         W Y B                             
18 G     W W B S C O                                                       
19 B Y W G B Y W G                                                         
20 G Y     B                 W S         G J       J                       
21 G Y     G Y B W                                                         
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KN 
Pre-Tang to 
early Tang 
(6th to 7th 
centuries) 
Middle Tang 
(8th to 9th centuries) 
Five Dynasties  
(~10th century) 
 
Northern Song 
(11th to 12th centuries) 
Southern Song 
(~12th to 13th 
centuries) 
Yuan  
1274-1368 AD 
Ming  
1368-1644 AD 
22 G       G         G       G W         G W B Y   W B         B           
23 G B     G B       W G     W G B O     B W F Y E                         
24         G                                                               
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128                                       Y W Q     Y W Q                   
129                           P           P         P           P           
130                                       P         P                       
131                                       G Q Y                             
132                           G Y         G Y                               
133                   Y       P           P         P                       
134 J                                                                       
135 J G P                                                                   
136                   G Q     G Q         G Q B W   G Q B W                 
137                           Y                                             
138                           G Q B       G Q B                             
139                           B Y F       B Y F                             
140                                                             G           
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Appendix 3: 
Dataset 3: Key Archaeological Sites in the Western Indian Ocean. 
This dataset presents the extensive collected data of the important and key archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean, which are dated from the 6th to 16th centuries. 
For each collected site, there are two parts to provide the information collected from the site report. The higher part provides the information that consists of ‘site type’ 
(inland site or coastal site), ‘Location’ (city locations of these sites), ‘Published Photos’ (photos of Chinese ceramic finds: true= published, false= unpublished), 
‘Excavation/Survey’ (archaeological mission types of these sites), ‘Site Dating’ (reported dating periods of these sites) and References. The lower part titled by ‘Unearthed 
Chinese Ceramics’ aims to show the unearthed Chinese ceramic finding assemblages, which includes the ‘Class’ (reported ceramic classes by ceramic appearances), ‘Kiln 
Site’ (possible producers of this ceramic assemblage), ‘Quantity’ (how many sherds are in this assemblage), ‘Quality’ (ceramic fabrics: e.g. pottery, stoneware or porcelain) 
and ‘Ceramic Dating’ (possible dating periods of this ceramic assemblage). Among this information, the definitions of ‘class’ are based on these archaeological reports. The 
definitions of these classes can be seen in Chapter 2: 2.5.2-(1). In terms of ‘Kiln Sites’, they are JDZ=Jingdezhen Kilns, LQ=Longquan Kilns, DH=Dehua Kilns, YUE=Yue 
Kilns, ZZ=Zhangzhou Kilns, CS=Changsha Kilns, XING=Xing Kilns, GY=Gongyi Kilns, DING=Ding Kilns, YZ=Yaozhou Kilns, JIAN=Jian Kilns, XICUN=Xicun Kilns, 
CZ=Cizhou Kilns, Fujian=Fujian Local Kilns, Guangdong=Guangdong Local Kilns, MTB=Martabani Wares, Dusun=Dusun wares, Northern China= Northern 
Chinese Local Kilns and Southern China= Southern Chinese Local Kilns. In terms of ‘Quantity’, it can be seen descriptive numbers (such as ‘small’, ‘some’, ‘common’ or 
‘large’), which are not reported in detailed numbers. It also can be seen the approximate numbers (e.g. ‘10?’), they are reported in a rough quantity. In this dataset, it can be 
found the mark of ‘?’, which means not reported and unsure. ‘Kangxi Period = 1661-1722 AD’ 
 
*: It should be noticed that there are some inconsistencies between the two studies of the Chinese material of Siraf ceramic collection (Tampoe 1989; Priestman 2013). It will 
need to be resolved by a further and fully examination of these Chinese sherds in future studies. 
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Site 1: Mahasthangarh, Bangladesh 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site - True Excavation Pre-History to 18th Centuries Unpublished: Author’s data 
Site 1: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Enamelled JDZ 4 Porcelain 16th Century 
17 
Blue and White JDZ 3 Porcelain 16th to 17th Century 
Celadon LQ 9 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White DH? 1 Porcelain 16th to17th  Centuries 
Site 2: Tughlaq Palace, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site Delhi True Excavation Historical Texts (1354-1398) (Smart 1977) 
Site 2: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 67 Porcelain 
14th Century 72 
Celadon LQ 5 Stoneware 
Site 3: Kilakkarai, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Tamilnadu False ? 14th Century (Subbarayalu 1996) 
Site 3: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
? ? A few ? 14th Century ? 
Site 4: Periyapattinam, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
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Coastal Site Tamilnadu Partly True Excavation Coin (13th to 14th Centuries) 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:22-23, Aoyagi and Kanazawa 
1980) 
Site 4: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 
about 900 
Good 14th Century 
about 1,500 
Celadon ? Stoneware 14th Century 
Blue and White JDZ about 150 Porcelain 14th Century 
White DH? about 225 Stoneware 14th Century 
Brown Glazed ? about 150 Stoneware 14th Century 
Site 5: Palaya-Kayal, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Tamilnadu False Survey? 14th Century 
(Subbarayalu 1996:24-26, 
Karashima 2004) 
Site 5: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 1 Porcelain 14th Century 
Near 200? 
Celadon LQ ? Stoneware 14th Century 
Celadon Fujian? ? Stoneware 14th Century 
Brown Glazed Guangdong? ? Stoneware 14th Century 
White (and Qingbai) DH A few Porcelain 14th Century 
Qingbai Fujian? 9 Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries 
Site 6: Arikamedu, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Tamilnadu False Survey 11th to 15th Centuries (and later) (Subbarayalu 1996) 
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Site 6: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries? 
? 
? ? ? ? Pre-15th Century 
Site 7: Gangaikondacholapuram, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site Tiruchirapalli False Excavation 1012-1044 AD 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:37-38) 
Site 7: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Qingbai ? Some  Stoneware 
11th to 12th Centuries About 40? 
White ? Some  Stoneware 
Site 8: Darasuram, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site Kumbakonam False ? 11th 12th Centuries 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:35) 
Site 8: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE ? Stoneware 
11th 12th Centuries ? Celadon LQ ? Stoneware 
White/Qingbai? JDZ 3? Stoneware 
Site 9: Settur, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site Tamilnadu False Excavation 13th to 14th Centuries (Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
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2004:27) 
Site 9: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 1 
Site 10: Vellore Fort 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site North Arcot False ? ? (Subbarayalu 1996) 
Site 10: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 
15th to 20th Centuries? ? 
Enamelled ? ? Porcelain 
Site 11: Kannur, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Port Kerala False ? ? 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:48) 
Site 11: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? 8 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 8? 
Site 12: Dharmadam, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Port Kerala False ? ? 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:48) 
Site 12: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
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Blue and White ? 37 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 37 
Site 13: Mahe, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Port Kerala False ? ? 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:48) 
Site 13: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
? ? 1 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 1 
Site 14: Quilandi, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Port Kerala False ? ? (Subbarayalu 1996) 
Site 14: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
? ? ? Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries ? 
Site 15: Ponnani, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Port Kerala False ? ? 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:49) 
Site 15: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? 7 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries ? 
Site 16: Kodungallur, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Port Kerala False ? ? (Subbarayalu 1996) 
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Site 16: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? 2 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
29? 
Blue and White ? 27 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
Site 17: Pandalayini, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Port Kerala False Trial Excavation 13th to 14th Centuries (Subbarayalu 1996) 
Site 17: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ ? Stoneware 
13th to 14th Centuries ? 
Shufu JDZ ? Porcelain 
Site 18: Kollam, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Port Kerala False Survey 13th to 16th Centuries 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:48) 
Site 18: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 
73? 
Stoneware 
13th to 16th Centuries 
 
Over 500? 
Celadon Fujian? Stoneware 
White ? 1 ? 
Brown glazed ? 12 Stoneware 
Enameled ? 4 Porcelain 
Blue and White JDZ 460? Porcelain 
Site 19: Tangasseri, India 
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Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Sub-Kollam False Survey 13th to 17th Centuries 
(Subbarayalu 1996, Karashima 
2004:49) 
Site 19: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Enamaled ? 1 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries? 
124? 
 
Brown glazed ? 3 Stoneware ? 
White DH 2 ? ? 
White ? 1 ? ? 
Blue and White JDZ 92? Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
Celadon LQ? 25? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Site 20: Calicut, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Kerala False Survey ? (Subbarayalu 1996) 
Site 20: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
? ? A few ? ? ? 
Site 21: Machilipatnam, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Survey 14th to 19th Centuries (Karashima 2004:3-4) 
Site 21: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ZZ 2 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
26 
(Totally 300) 
Blue and White JDZ 11 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
White ZZ 3 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
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Celadon ZZ 5 Stoneware 17th to 18th Centuries 
Celadon ? 2 Stoneware ? 
Enameled  ZZ 2 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
Grey glazed ? 1 Stoneware ? 
Site 22: Motupalli, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Survey 13th to 18th Centuries (Karashima 2004:4-6) 
Site 22: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 10 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
18 
(Totally 50) 
Celadon Fujian? 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White DH 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Qingbai DH 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Blue glazed DH 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Brown glazed Guangdong? 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ? 2 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
Site 23: Kottapatnam, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Survey ? (Karashima 2004:7-8) 
Site 23: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 6 Stoneware 13th to 15th Centuries 
9 
(Totally about 200) 
White ? 1 Stoneware 14th /15th Century 
Celadon/White Fujian? 1 Stoneware 14th Century 
Blue and White Guangdong/Fujian? 1 Porcelain 16th to 17th Century 
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Site 24: Pulicat, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Survey About 11th to 16th Centuries (Karashima 2004:8-9) 
Site 24: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Enameled ? 1 Porcelain ? 
24 
Blue and White ZZ 9 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 3 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
Blue and White Guangdong/Fujian? 5 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
White Southern China? 4 Stoneware 15th to 17th Centuries 
Celadon? Fujian/Not Chinese? 2 Stoneware 14th to 16th Centuries 
Site 25: Nagapattinam, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Survey 11th to 12th Centuries (Karashima 2004:23) 
Site 25: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? About 10 Porcelain 16th Century and After About 10 
Site 26: Devipattinam, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (Karashima 2004:23-24) 
Site 26: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? 30 Porcelain 16th Century and After 30 
Site 27: Kulasekarapattinam, India 
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Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Survey 13th to 15th Centuries (Karashima 2004:26) 
Site 27: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 3 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
15 
Blue and White Guangdong\Fujian? 2 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
White JDZ 7 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
Celadon ? 1 Stoneware ? 
Celadon LQ 2 Stoneware 14th Century and After 
Site 28: Kunnattur, India  
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site 
 
True Survey? ? (Karashima 2004:27) 
Site 28: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 13 Stoneware 14th Century 
15 White DH 1 Stoneware 14th Century 
Brown Glazed ? 1  14th Century 
Site 29: Pondicherry, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation ? (Karashima 2004:34) 
Site 29: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 18 Stoneware 14th to 15th Centuries 
35 Celadon Fujian? 4 Stoneware 14th to 15th Centuries 
White Fujian? 8 Stoneware 14th to 15th Centuries 
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Blue and White JDZ/Guangdong? 5 Porcelain 18th to 19th Centuries 
Site 30: Velur, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site Chennai True Survey? ? (Karashima 2004:35) 
Site 30: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 10 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 10 
Site 31: Golkonda, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site Hyderabad True Survey ? (Karashima 2004:36) 
Site 31: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 8 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
9 
Celadon LQ 1 Stoneware 16th Century? 
Site 32: Sadras, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Survey 14th to 18th Centuries (Karashima 2004:36) 
Site 32: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 7 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
10 
Blue and White ? 3 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
Site 33: Anjengo, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey? ? (Karashima 2004:49) 
		 336	
Site 33: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? 5 Porcelain ? 
6 
Enameled ? 1 Porcelain ? 
Site 34: Sanjan, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Gujarat True Excavation/Survey 7th to 13th Centuries (Nanji 2011); Author’s examination 
Site 34: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics (Based on author’s examination) 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS 4 Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
43 
Brown glazed Dusun 12 Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Celadon YUE 10 Stoneware 8th to 12th Centuries 
Celadon YUE? 5 Stoneware 8th to 12th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White XING 7 Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 1 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 2 Porcelain 13th to 14th Centuries 
Fine Green glazed ? 1 Stoneware ? 
Site 35: Pattanam, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Kerala False Excavation 
 
Unpublished: Author’s examination 
Site 35: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics (based on author’s examination) 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White DH 11 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
72 
White ? 8 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
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Blue and White JDZ 14 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
Blue and White ? 38 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries 
Qingbai DH 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Site 36: Old Goa, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation 15th to 17th Centuries (Tripati et al. 2011:112,115) 
Site 36: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 26  Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 26 
Site 37: Vadodara, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Gujarat False Survey unknown Unpublished: Author’s examination 
Site 37: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 9 Stoneware 14th to 16th Centuries 
16 
Celadon Guangdong? 3 Stoneware 14th Century 
Blue and White JDZ 2 Porcelain 14th to 16th Centuries 
? ? 2 Stoneware ? 
Site 38: Manikapatana, India 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site  
 
False Excavation unknown Unpublished: Author’s examination 
Site 38: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 1 Porcelain 14th Century 
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Blue and White JDZ 9 Porcelain 15th to 16th Centuries 46 
Celadon Southern China? 6 Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries? 
 
Celadon LQ 12 Stoneware 13th to 15th Centuries 
White JDZ 3 Porcelain 15th to 16th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 8 Stoneware 12th to13th Centuries 
Enamelled JDZ 2 Porcelain 15th to 16th Centuries 
White Southern China? 4 Porcelain? 16th Century 
? ? 1 Stoneware ? 
Site 39: Mantai, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation Historical period to 9th Century 
(Carswell et al. 2013, 
Prickett-Fernando 1994, Karashima 
2004); Author’s examination 
Site 39: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE 340 Stoneware 8th to 10th Centuries 
Over 2,000 
Brown glazed Dusun 1164 Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries  
Polychrome CS 416 Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Green Splashed GY about 50? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
White XING 
about 200? 
Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
White DING Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
White GY? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
White ? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Sancai GY 2? High fired pottery 8th to 9th Centuries 
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Brown Glazed ? Many Stoneware ? 
Site 40: Polonnaruwa, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site 
 
True Excavation 10th to 12th Centuries 
(Karashima 2004:62-63, 
Prickett-Fernando 1994, Prematilleke 
1990) 
Site 40: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Black glazed JIAN 1 Stoneware 12th Century  
Celadon YUE Less than 10 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Over 100? 
Celadon LQ Less than 10 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
White JDZ Less than 10 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ Less than 10 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Qingbai/White DH Less than 10 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Brown Glazed ? Less than 10 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Site 41: Panduwasnuvara, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland 
 
False Survey? Historical Text (1153-1186 AD)? (Prickett-Fernando 1994) 
Site 41: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon? LQ? Less than 10? Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries Less than 10? 
Site 42: Dedigama, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site 
 
False Excavation Historical Text (12th Century) (Prickett-Fernando 1994) 
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Coins (early 13th Century) 
Site 42: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? 2 Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries 2 
Site 43: Allaippiddi, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation ? 
(Prickett-Fernando 1994, Carswell 
1985) 
Site 43: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Qingbai ? Over 100 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Near 500? 
Celadon XICUN Over 100 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Site 44: Vankalai, Sri Lanka  
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey? 
 
(Prickett-Fernando 1994, Carswell 
1985, 1978) 
Site 44: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White ? ? Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries? 
Over 10? 
Celadon ? 1? Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries? 
Site 45: Yapahuwa, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site 
 
True Excavation & Survey 
13th to 16th Centuries 
Coins (7th to 13th Centuries) 
(Karashima 2004:57-58, 
Prickett-Fernando 1994) 
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Site 45: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS 2 Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
18 
Green splahsed GY 5 High fired pottery 9th to 10th Centuries 
Brown glazed Guangdong? 3 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries? 
Celadon YUE 3 Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
Celadon YZ 1 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries? 
Celadon LQ 2 Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries? 
White Guangdong/Fujian? 2 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Site 46: Nilaveli, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 13th to 14th Centuries? 
(Prickett-Fernando 1994, Carswell 
1985) 
Site 46: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ Over 100 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries Over 100 
Site 47: Galle Harbour, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey? 16th to 17th Centuries 
(Prickett-Fernando 1994, Fernando 
1990) 
Site 47: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 2 Stoneware 13th Century 
Over 10? 
? ? ? ? 16th to 17th Centuries 
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Site 48: Anuradhapura, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site 
 
False Excavation Pre-History to 11th Century 
(Prickett-Fernando 1994, Ratnayake 
1984, Coningham et al. 1999, 2006) 
Site 48: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE ? (6) Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
47 (21) (Round brackets show the 
sherd counts from Coningham, 
2006) 
White Northern China (11) Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
Polychrome Changsha ? (3) Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
Brown glazed Guangdong? ? (1) Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
Site 49: Sigiriya, Sri Lanka 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site 
 
False Excavation 5th to 13th Centuries (Prickett-Fernando 1994) 
Site 49: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 1 Stoneware 13th Century? 1 
Site 50: Male, Maldives 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
? Male based True Survey ? (Carswell 1977) 
Site 50: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class 
Kiln Site 
(Kiln Number) 
Quantity 
(Sherds) 
Quality 
(Body Fabric) 
Ceramic Dating 
Total Quantity 
(Sherds) 
Blue and White JDZ 2 Porcelain 14th Century 
766 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain ? 
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Blue and White DH? ? Porcelain 17th and later? 
Celadon LQ ? Stoneware ? 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware ? 
Brown Glazed ? ? Stoneware ? 
Site 51: Banbhore, Pakistan 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Gharo Creek True Excavation 2nd Century BC to 13th Century AD (Khan 1969:40, Willetts 1960) 
Site 51: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics (based on published photos) 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS ? ? 8th to 9th Centuries 
? 
Celadon YUE? ? ? 8th to 10th Centuries? 
Qingbai JDZ ? ? 11th to 13th Centuries? 
Blue-green glazed jar MTB? ? ? 8th to 10th Centuries? 
Brown glazed jar Dusun ? ? 8th to 9th Centuries 
Site 52: Minab, Iran 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Southern Iran True Survey/Excavation All period 
(Priestman and Kennet 2002, 
Priestman 2005) 
52 Site: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS 3 Stoneware 8th to 10th Centuries 
 White Southern China 9 Stoneware 14th to 20th Centuries 
White Southern China? 6 Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
1,940 White Southern China 72 Stoneware 10th to 13th Centuries 
White Guangdong? 7 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
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White Southern China 15 Stoneware 14th to 17th Centuries 
White Fujian 4 Stoneware 10th to 12th Centuries 
White JDZ 2 Stoneware 14th Century 
Brown glazed Dusun 14 Stoneware 8th to 10th Centuries 
Brown glazed MTB 295 Stoneware 14th to 17th Centuries 
Qingbai Dehua 80 Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 54 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Celadon Guangdong 28 Stoneware 11th to 15th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 2 Porcelain 14th century 
 
Blue and White JDZ 577 Porcelain 16th Century 
 
Blue and White JDZ 58 Porcelain 17th to 20th centuries 
 
Blue and White Southern China 65 Porcelain 17th to 20th centuries 
 
Celadon LQ 328 Stoneware 13th to 14th centuries 
 
Celadon LQ 317 Stoneware 14th to 15th centuries 
 
? ? 4 Porcelain? ? 
 
Site 53:  Hormuz Island, Iran 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Survey 13th to 17th Centuries (Wiesner 1979, Priestman 2005) 
Site 53: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 10 Porcelain 14th Century 
586 
Blue and White JDZ 11 Porcelain 15th Century 
Blue and White JDZ About 430 Porcelain 16th Century 
Blue and White JDZ 27 Porcelain 17th to 20th Centuries 
Blue and White Southern China 4 Porcelain 17th to 20th Centuries 
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Qingbai JDZ 2 Stoneware 11th to 13th centuries 
Qingbai Southern China 4 Pottery 18th century 
Brown glazed ? 42 Stoneware ? 
Celadon JDZ 1 Stoneware 15th to 16th centuries 
Celadon LQ 13 Stoneware 13th to 14th centuries 
Celadon LQ 26 Stoneware 14th to 15th centuries 
White Southern China 1 Stoneware? ? 
White Southern China 1 Stoneware? 16th to 17th centuries 
White Southern China 5 Porcelain 16th to 17th centuries 
White Southern China 1 Stoneware? 18th Century 
White JDZ 1 Stoneware? 16th Century 
White JDZ 2 Stoneware? 17th Century 
Site 54: Siraf, Iran* 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation Early Islamic-16th century (Tampoe 1989) 
Site 54: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS 57 Stoneware 8th to 10th centuries 
372 
Celadon YUE/YZ/LQ 74 Stoneware 8th to 14th centuries 
Blue and White GY/JDZ 2 Stoneware/Porcelain 8th to 10th and 16th centuries 
White Northern China 132 Stoneware 8th to 10th centuries 
Green splashed GY 19 Stoneware 8th to 10th centuries 
Brown glazed Dusun 73 Stoneware 8th to 10th centuries 
Site 55: Bushier, Iran 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
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Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (Priestman 2005, Mori 2008) 
Site 56: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome GY 3 High Fired Pottery 8th to 9th centuries 
170 
White Southern China 1 Porcelain 18th centuries 
White Southern China 1 Stoneware 10th to 12th centuries 
White GY 4 Stoneware 8th to 9th centuries 
White XING 2 Stoneware 8th to 9th centuries 
White Fujian 12 Stoneware 11th to 13th centuries 
White Fujian 3 Stoneware 14th centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 8 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Celadon Fujian 4 Stoneware 14th century 
Celadon YUE 9 Stoneware 8th to 9th centuries 
Celadon Guangdong 10 Stoneware 8th to 10th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 41 Stoneware 13th to 14th centuries 
Celadon LQ 20 Stoneware 14th to 15th centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 1 Porcelain 14th Century 
Blue and White JDZ 33 Porcelain 16th Century 
Blue and White JDZ 1 Porcelain 15th Century 
Blue and White JDZ 3 Porcelain 17th to 20th centuries 
Blue and White Southern China 3 Porcelain 17th to 20th  centuries 
Brown glazed Dusun 1 Stoneware 8th to 9th centuries 
Brown glazed MTB 2 Stoneware 14th to 17th centuries 
Brown glazed ? 8 Stoneware ? 
Site 56: A’ali, Bahrain 
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Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site 
 
False Excavation 9th to 11th Centuries? (Sasaki 1990:113) 
Site 56: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White Southern China? 1 Stoneware 10th Century? 3 
Brown glazed Dusun 2 Stoneware 9th to 11th Centuries  
Site 57: Bahrain Survey, Bahrain 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation/Survey 13th to 17th Centuries? 
(Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens 1985, Sasaki 
1989) 
Site 57: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ Over 50 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Over 100  
Blue and White JDZ Over 20 Porcelain 14th to 17th Centuries 
White Fujian? Over 10 Stoneware ? 
Brown glazed MTB? Over 20 Stoneware 13th to 17th Centuries? 
Site 58: al-Huwailah, Qatar 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 17th to 19th Centuries (Garlake 1978:174-179) 
Site 58: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? 236 Porcelain 18th Century 
330 
Brown-glazed Blue and White JDZ 34 Porcelain Kangxi period 
Enameled ? 25 Porcelain  
Polychrome? ? 35 Porcelain 18th to 19th Centuries? 
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Site 59: Yusufiyah, Qatar 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 13th to 19th Centuries (de Cardi 1978:189) 
Site 59: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White? ? Small? Porcelain 18th Century? Small? 
Site 60: al-Furaihah (II), Qatar 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 14th to 18th Centuries (de Cardi 1978:187) 
Site 60: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White? ? ? Porcelain 18th Century? ? 
Site 61: al-Zubarah, Qatar 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 17th to 18th Centuries (de Cardi 1978:186) 
Site 61: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White? ? ? Porcelain 18th Century? ? 
Site 62: al-Na’man, Qatar 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 9th to 10th Centuries (de Cardi 1978:4, 186) 
Site 62: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon? YUE? ? Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries ? 
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? ? ? Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
Site 63: Bir Zekrit, Qatar 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 17th to 18th Centuries (de Cardi 1978:199) 
Site 63: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
? ? 2 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries? 2 
Site 64: Ras Uwainat Ali Dis, Qatar 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 17th to 18th Centuries (de Cardi 1978:198) 
Site 64: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
? ? 2 Porcelain 17th to 18th Centuries? 2 
Site 65: Kush, UAE 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Ras al-Khaimah True Excavation 5th to 17th Centuries 
(Kennet 2004:60-70); Author’s 
examination 
Site 65: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE 3 Stoneware 12th Century? 
63 
Celadon LQ 12 Stoneware 13th to 16th Centuries 
Celadon Guangdong/Fujian? 9 Stoneware Early 12th/13th to 14th Centuries 
White DH 11 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White South China? 9 Stoneware Early 12th to 14th Centuries 
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White ? 6 Stoneware ? 
Brown glazed Dusun 6 Stoneware About 12th Century 
Blue and White JDZ 7 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
Site 66: Area 74, UAE 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Ras al-Khaimah False Survey ? 27-28 
Site 66: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? 50 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
Over 60 ? Southern China? 1 ? ? 
Enamelled ? 7 ? ? 
Site 67: Khatt, UAE 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Ras al-Khaimah False 
   
Site 67: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS 2 Stoneware 9th Century 2 
Site 68: al-Mataf, UAE 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Ras al-Khaimah True Excavation/Survey 14th to 17th Centuries (Kennet 2004:60-70, Hansman 1985) 
Site 68: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 407 Porcelain 14th to 17th Centuries 
About 500 
Enamelled JDZ 16 Porcelain 15th to 17th Centuries 
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White DH 2 Stoneware Surface deposit? 
Brown glazed MTB 64? Stoneware 14-17th Centuries 
Site 69: Julfar, UAE 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation/Survey 13th to 17th Centuries 
(Akemi 2008, Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens 
2003, Sasaki and Sasaki 1992) 
Site 69: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ About 600 Stoneware 14th to 15th Centuries 
Huge 
(Over 2,000) 
Celadon Guangdong/Fujian? About 400 Stoneware 14th to 15th Centuries 
Brown glazed MTB? 8? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries? 
Qingbai DH/Fujian? 
Many 
Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White JDZ Porcelain 15th to 16th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ Some Porcelain 15th Century 
Blue and White JDZ About 700 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
Site 70: Hulaylah, UAE 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Ras al-Khaimah True Survey 14th to 17th Centuries (Kennet 2004:60-70, 1994) 
Site 70: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Brown glazed Dusun 1 Stoneware About 12th Century 
75 
Dark brown glazed MTB 14 Stoneware 14th-17th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 15 Stoneware 13th to 15th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 40 Porcelain 15th to 17th Centuries 
White ? 5 Stoneware 15th to 17th Centuries 
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Site 71: Did Diddah, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Khasab False Survey ? (de Cardi et al. 1975:39) 
Site 71: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 15th to 17th Centuries 
? 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 14th to 15th Centuries 
Site 72: Mukhi, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (de Cardi et al. 1975:40-41) 
Site 72: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 1? Stoneware 14th Century and later 1? 
Site 73: al-Balid, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation 6th to 18th Centuries (Zarins 2007) 
Site 73: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain? 13th to 15th Centuries 
? Celadon ? ? Stoneware 13th to 15th Centuries 
Enameled ? Some pieces? Porcelain 16th Century and later 
Site 74: Bukha, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Remains Site 
 
False Survey ? (de Cardi et al. 1975:42) 
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Site 74: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries? ? 
Site 75: Sayl al Asfal, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (de Cardi et al. 1975:49) 
Site 75: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ? 1? Stoneware 13th Century 
? 
Brown glazed MTB ? Stoneware 13th to 15th Centuries 
Site 76: Ra’s Sheikh Mas’ud, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 
 
(de Cardi et al. 1975:41) 
Site 76: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 16th to 17th Centuries ? 
Site 77: Ghubbat Dabshun, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (de Cardi et al. 1975:37) 
Site 77: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries 
? 
Marco Polo (Qingbai) DH ? Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries 
Site 78: Wadi Shariyah, Oman 
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Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (de Cardi et al. 1975:45) 
Site 78: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 17th Century ? 
Site 79: Sohar, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation All period (Pirazzoli-t'Serstevens 1988, 1985) 
Site 79: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE 
About 170 
Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
649 
Polychrome CS Stoneware 9th Century 
Polychrome Guangdong? Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ? Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
White XING Stoneware 9th Century 
White DING Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
White Northern China Stoneware 10th Century? 
Brown glazed? Dusun? About 100 Stoneware 9th to 10th Century? 
Celadon LQ 
About 20 
Stoneware 14th Century 
Blue and White JDZ Porcelain 16th Century 
Blue and White JDZ/Fujian? About 350 Porcelain 18th to 20th Centuries 
Site 80: Rustaq, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site? 
 
False Survey unknown Author’s data 
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Site 80: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 14 Porcelain 17th century and later 
18 
Blue and White DH 2 Porcelain 17th century and later 
Enamelled JDZ 1 Porcelain 15th to 16th Centuries 
White JDZ 1 Porcelain 15th to 16th Centuries 
Site 81: Wadi Maqaqah, Oman 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (de Cardi et al. 1975:46) 
Site 81: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? ? ? 
? 
Brown glazed? MTB? ? ? ? 
Site 82: Aqaba, Jordan 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Remains Site 
 
False Excavation About 10th to 12th Centuries 
 
Site 82: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE ? Stoneware 10th Century 
Many? 
Green-blue glazed Dusun/MTB? ? Stoneware 10th Century 
Qingbai JDZ common Stoneware 10th to 11th Centuries 
White DING ? Stoneware? 10th Century? 
Site 83: Athar, Saudi Arab 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
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Coastal Site 
  
Excavation Pre-history to  (Zarins and Zahrani 1985:79-80) 
Site 83: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
No glaze Dusun? 
Common 
(many?) 
Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries? 
Many? 
White GY? White 
Porcelain as a 
large 
percentage (?) 
Porcelain? 8th to 9th Centuries? 
White DING? Porcelain? 11th to 14th Centuries? 
White XING? Porcelain? 8th to 9th Centuries? 
White (Qingbai?) JDZ? Porcelain? 11th to 14th Centuries? 
Celadon YUE? ? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries? 
Celadon LQ? 3 Porcelain? 11th to 14th Centuries? 
Site 84: al-Sharjah, Saudi Arab 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 
Historical Text  
(7th to 15th Centuries) 
(Zarins and Zahrani 1985:86-87, 90, 
Rougeulle 1996:168) 
Site 84: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White? DING/JDZ? Sizeable Porcelain? 11th to 12th Century? 
? 
Celadon LQ? Sizeable Stoneware 11th to 15th Century? 
Site 85: Sirrin, Saudi Arab 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 10th to 14th Century? 
(Zarins and Zahrani 1985:87, 90, 
Rougeulle 1996:168) 
Site 85: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
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White? DING/JDZ? Sizeable Porcelain? 11th to 12th Century? 
? 
Celadon LQ? Sizeable Stoneware 11th to 15th Century? 
Site 86: al-Mabiyat, Saudi Arab 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 9th to 14th Centuries? 
(Zarins and Zahrani 1985:90, 
Rougeulle 1996:161, 168) 
Site 86: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White? DING/JDZ? Sizeable Porcelain? 9th to 12th Century? 
? 
Celadon LQ? Sizeable Stoneware 9th to 14th Century? 
Site 87: Najran, Saudi Arab 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 13th to 14th Centuries? (Zarins and Zahrani 1985:90) 
Site 87: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White? DING/JDZ? Sizeable Porcelain? 14th Century? 
? 
Celadon LQ? Sizeable Stoneware 14th Century? 
Site 88: Bar Antar, Saudi Arab 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 11th to 14th Centuries? 
(Zarins and Zahrani 1985:90, 
Rougeulle 1996:172) 
Site 88: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White? DING/JDZ? Sizeable Porcelain? 14th Century? ? 
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Celadon LQ? Sizeable Stoneware 14th Century?? 
Site 89: al-Jar, Saudi Arab 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 4th to 12th Century? 
(Zarins and Zahrani 1985:88, 90, 
Rougeulle 1996:168, Whalen et al. 
1981) 
Site 89: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White? DING/JDZ? Sizeable Stoneware? 14th Century? 
? 
Celadon LQ? Sizeable Stoneware 14th Century? 
Site 90: Aynunah, Saudi Arab 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 8th to 12th Centuries? 
(Zarins and Zahrani 1985:90, 
Rougeulle 1996:168, Ingraham et al. 
1981) 
Site 90: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White? DING/JDZ? Sizeable  Stoneware? 9th to 12th Century? 
? 
Celadon LQ? Sizeable Stoneware 9th to 12th Century? 
Site 91: Abyan, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey About 7th to 14th Centuries 
(Hardy-Guilbert and Rougeulle 
1997:129, Lane and Serjeant 1948) 
Site 91: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
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Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Brown glazed Dusun Some? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Some? 
? ? Some? Porcelain? ? 
Celadon YUE Some? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Celadon LQ Scarce? Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries? 
Site 92: Ahwar, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 14th to 18th Centuries? 
(Hardy-Guilbert and Rougeulle 
1997:135) 
Site 92: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? Few Porcelain 18th to 19th Centuries Few? 
Site 93: al-Shihr, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey 7th to 15th Centuries? 
(Hardy-Guilbert and Rougeulle 
1997:138, Hardy-Guilbert 2005:75) 
Site 93: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS ? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
? Celadon LQ ? ? 13th to 14th Centuries 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 15th to 19th Centuries 
Site 94: Sharmah, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation 10th to 14th Centuries (Zhao 2006, Rougeulle 2003) 
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Site 94: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE 
Less than 
10 
Stoneware 9th to 11th Centuries 
Over 1,500 
Celadon LQ 
About 300 
Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Celadon YZ Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Celadon Fujian/Guangdong? Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 
About 800 
Stoneware 11th to 14th Centuries 
Qingbai Guangdong? Stoneware 11th to 14th Centuries 
Qingbai Fujian? Stoneware 11th to 14th Centuries 
Qingbai Anhui? Stoneware 11th to 14th Centuries 
White Fujian? About 100 Stoneware 11th Century? 
Polychrome CS 1 Stoneware 9th to 11th Centuries 
Polychrome Guangdong? About 40 Stoneware ? 
Black glazed JIAN/Guangdong? About 40 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Brown glazed Dusun/MTB About 250 Stoneware 9th to 14th Centuries 
Site 95: al-Qisha, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation 10th ?-present (Newton 2007) 
Site 95: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
? ? 3 Porcelain 11th Centuries? 
? 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 15th to 17th Centuries? 
Site 96: al-Qaraw, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
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Coastal Site 
 
False Survey? ? (Whitcomb 1988:202) 
Site: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE ? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries (bad dating?) 
? 
Celadon LQ ? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Brown glazed MTB? ? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White ? ? Porcelain 13th to 14th Centuries 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 13th to 14th Centuries 
Site 97: Kish Island, Iran, the Williamson Collection 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Area AE  True Survey/Excavation 9th to 17th Centuries (Priestman 2005, Mori 2008) 
Site 97: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon Guangdong 12 Stoneware 14th century 
` 
Celadon Guangdong 1 Stoneware 14th to 15th centuries 
Celadon LQ 99 Stoneware 13th to 14th centuries 
Celadon LQ 90 Stoneware 14th to 15th centuries 
Polychrome CIZHOU 1 Stoneware 14th century 
Brown glazed Dusun 4 Stoneware 8th to 9th centuries 
Brown glazed MTB 35 Stoneware 14th to 17th centuries 
Brown glazed ? 49 Stoneware ? 
Qingbai DH 11 Stoneware 12th to 13th centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 8 Stoneware 11th to 13th centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 1 Stoneware 14th century 
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White ? 1 Stoneware ? 
White Southern China 1 Porcelain 16th to 17th centuries 
White Guangdong 3 Stoneware 11th century 
White Southern China 3 Stoneware 12th to 13th centuries 
White Southern China 1 Stoneware 10th to 12th centuries 
? ? 1 ? ? 
 
White Fujian 17 Stoneware 14th Century 
 
Celadon Fujian 21 Stoneware 14th Century 
 
Site 98: Habil, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (Lane and Serjeant 1948) 
Site 98: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ Small? Stoneware 13th to14th Centuries 
? 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware ? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 9th to 11th Centuries? 
Blue and White JDZ ? Porcelain 14th Century 
Blue and White JDZ? ? Porcelain 15th to 17th Centuries 
Site 99: Kawd am-Saila, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Survey ? (Lane and Serjeant 1948) 
Site 99: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ Many Stoneware 13th to14th Centuries 
Many 
Brown glazed MTB? Many Stoneware 14th Centuries 
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White (Shufu?) JDZ? 1 Stoneware ? 
White DING Many Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries (bad dating?) 
Qingbai DH? 1 Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 9th to 11th Centuries? 
Blue and White JDZ ? Porcelain 14th Century 
Blue and White JDZ? ? Porcelain 15th to 17th Centuries 
Site 100: Zabid, Yemen 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Tihamah False Survey About 15th Century and later (Keall 1983:57) 
Site 100: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 15th to 19th Centuries ? 
Site 101: Fustat, Egypt 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation/Survey 7th to 19th Centuries (Yuba 2014, Ma and Meng 1987) 
Site 101: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Green splahsed GY 10? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Huge 
(About 12,000) 
White XING  10? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
White JDZ ? Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
White DING ? Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
White SC ? Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Polychrome CS 8 Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
Enamelled JDZ 36 Porcelain 16th Century 
Cizhou CZ 6 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
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Celadon YUE 10? Stoneware 8th to 9th Centuries 
 
Celadon YZ 25 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
 Celadon YUE 941 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 2394 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
 
Blue and White JDZ 298 Porcelain 14th Century 
 
Blue and White JDZ 60 Porcelain 15th Century 
 
Blue and White JDZ 800? Porcelain 16th Century  
Blue and White JDZ 350 Porcelain 17th Century  
Blue and White JDZ about 5000? Porcelain 17th to 20th Centuries 
 
Site 102: Quseir, Egypt 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation 13th to 14th Centuries (Whitcomb 1983, Mikami 1988) 
Site 102: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Qingbai DH 3 Stoneware 14th Century 
15? 
Blue and White JDZ 3 Porcelain 14th Century 
Celadon YUE 2 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 7? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Polychrome CZ ? Stoneware 14th Century? 
Site 103: Suakin, Sudan 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Costal 
 
False Excavation unknown Author’s Data 
Site 103: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Brown glazed MTB? 2 Stoneware ? 12 
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Blue and White JDZ 5 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
Blue and White Fujian? 3 Porcelain 16th to 19th Centuries 
White ? 1 Stoneware ? 
Enamelled JDZ 1 Porcelain 16th Century 
Site 104: Manekweni, Mozambique 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation 12th to 17th Centuries (Garlake 1976:42) 
Site 104: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ? Small Porcelain 17th Centuries Small 
Site 105: Mnarani, Kenya 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Kilifi Partly True Excavation 13th to 15th Centuries (Kirkman 1959) 
Site 105: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ? ? Stoneware 15th Century? 
About 50? 
Brown glazed ? ? Stoneware 15th Century? 
White (Qingbai)? Fujian? ? Stoneware 15th Century? 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 16th Century? 
Site 106: Kinuni, Kenya 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
Partly True Excavation 14th Century and later (Kirkman 1957:149) 
Site 106: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
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Brown glazed MTB? 1? Stoneware ? 
Small 
Blue and White JDZ/Fujian? Small (5?) Porcelain 16th Century (Wanli Reign)? 
Site 107: Kilepwa, Kenya 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation 12th to 16th Centuries (Kirkman 1952:171) 
Site 107: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
? Lead-glazed ? ? High fired pottery? 13th to 16th Centuries? 
Blue and White ? ? Porcelain 14th to 16th Centuries 
Site 108: Kilwa, Kenya 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Costal Site 
 
True Excavation 9th to 19th Centuries 
(Chittick and Wheeler 1974:308-312, 
Ma and Meng 1987) 
Site 108: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White KN 60 18 Porcelain 13th to 14th Centuries 
100 
Brown glazed MTB? ? Stoneware ? 
Celadon KN 76 Small (28?) Stoneware 13th to 15th Centuries 
Celadon KN 76? Small (6?) Stoneware 13th to 15th Centuries 
Polychrome KN 16 2 Stoneware 14th Century 
Celadon KN 50 1 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Blue and White KN 60 50 Porcelain 16th Century 
Blue and White KN 60 27 Porcelain 17th to 19th Century 
Qingbai KN 60? ? Stoneware 10th to 13th Centuries 
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White ? ? Stoneware 16th to 17th Centuries 
Qingbai KN 105 ? Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Shufu KN 60 1 Porcelain 14th Century 
Site 109: Mombasa, Kenya 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation 11th to 16th Centuries (Sassoon 1980:30-31) 
Site 109: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ? 137 Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries? 
164 
Qingbai JDZ? 2 Stoneware? 15th Century? 
Brown glazed MTB? 14 Stoneware 12th to 15th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ? 11 Porcelain 13th to 15th Centuries 
Site 110: Shanga (Tr 6-10), Kenya 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavation 8th to 15th Centuries 
(Horton et al. 1996:273, 303-310, 
Priestman 2013:290-295) 
Site 110: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS 14 Stoneware Late 8th to Early 10th Centuries 
346 
Brown glazed Dusun 9 Stoneware Late 9th to Early 15th Centuries 
Brown glazed MTB 69 Stoneware Early 11th to Early 15th Centuries 
Celadon YUE 7 Stoneware Late 9th to Middle 10th Centuries 
Celadon YUE 24 Stoneware Early 11th to Middle 13th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 5 Stoneware Early 11th to early 12th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 74 Stoneware Late 13th to Late 14th Centuries 
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Celadon LQ 103 Stoneware Late 14th to Early 15th Centuries 
White DING? 8 Porcelain? Early 11th Century 
Qingbai JDZ 22 Stoneware Early 11th to Middle 13th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 5 Stoneware Late 13th to Late 14th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 2 Stoneware Late 14th to Early 15th Centuries 
Qingbai DH 4 Stoneware Late 12th to Late 14th Centuries 
Site 111: Gedi, Kenya 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
True Excavation 12th to 16th Centuries (Liu et al. 2012, Kirkman 1954) 
Site 111: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome ? 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
1,262 
Polychrome CZ 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Qingbai DH 2 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 2 Stoneware 13th Century 
Red and White JDZ 1 Porcelain 15th Century 
White JDZ 6 Porcelain 15th to 16th Centuries 
Brown glazed MTB? 2 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Celadon FJ 30 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Brown glazed FJ 12 Stoneware 15th to 17th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 20 Porcelain 14th Century 
Blue and White JDZ 1 Porcelain 15th Century 
Celadon LQ 4 Stoneware 16th Century 
Celadon LQ 294 Stoneware 15th Century 
Blue and White LQ 447 Porcelain 16th to 17th Centuries 
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Celadon LQ 439 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Site 112: Manda, Kenya 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Lamu Archipelago True Excavation 
 
(Chittick 1984:287-289, Horton 
1986, Priestman 2013) 
Site 112: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Olive-green glazed Dusun 192 Stoneware 9th Century 
515 
Olive-green glazed MTB 250 Stoneware 14th to 17th Centuries 
Polychrome CS 1 Stoneware 9th Century 
Celadon YUE 3 Stoneware 9th Century 
Celadon YUE 1 Stoneware 9th to 11th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 10 Stoneware 13th to 15th Century 
White Northern China? 14 Stoneware 10th to 13th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries? 
Blue and White JDZ 43 Porcelain  16th to 17th Centuries 
 
Site 113: Unguja Ukuu, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Zanzibar False Survey/Excavation 9th to 16th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
Site 113: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Polychrome CS Small? Stoneware 9th Century 
? Celadon YUE ? Stoneware 9th Century 
Olive-green glazed Dusun ? Stoneware 9th Century 
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Site 114: Jongowe, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Zanzibar False Survey/Excavation 9th to 16th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
Site 114: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
Site 115: Mkokotoni, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Zanzibar False Survey/Excavation 9th to 16th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
Site 115: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
Site 116: Zanzibar town, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Zanzibar False Survey/Excavation 9th to 16th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
Site 116: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
Site 117: Fukuchani, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Zanzibar False Survey/Excavation 9th to 16th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
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Site 117: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
Site 118: Kizimkazi, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Zanzibar False Survey/Excavation 9th to 16th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
Site 118: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
Site 119: Ras Mkumbuu, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Pemba False Survey/Excavation 9th to 14th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
Site 119: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
Site 120: Mtambwe Mkuu, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Pemba False Survey/Excavation 9th to 14th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
Site 120: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries ? 
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Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
Site 121: Nkia wa Ngombe, Tanzania 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Pemba False Survey/Excavation 9th to 14th Centuries (Horton and Clark 1985:169-170) 
Site 121: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
? 
Qingbai ? ? Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
Site 122: Mapungubwe Hill, Southern Africa 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Inland Site Pemba False Survey/Excavation 9th to 14th Centuries 
(Fouché et al. 1937, Prinsloo et al. 
2005) 
Site 122: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ? 4 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries ? 
Site 123: South Iran Coast, Iran, the Williamson Collection 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Sites 
Areas A, B, D, F & 
J 
True Survey/Excavation 9th to 20th Centuries (Priestman 2005) 
Site 123: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 174 Porcelain 16th Century 
464 Blue and White JDZ  66 Porcelain 17th to 20th centuries 
Blue and White Southern China 44 Porcelain 17th to 20th centuries 
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Polychrome CS 8 Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 14 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Qingbai JDZ 1 Stoneware 14th century 
Qingbai (CREAM) Southern China 1 Pottery 15th to 17th Centuries 
Qingbai DH 7 Stoneware 12th to 13th Centuries 
Qingbai DH 1 Stoneware 18th century 
Celadon Guangdong 2 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Celadon Guangdong 7 Stoneware 14th century 
Celadon LQ 21 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 39 Stoneware 14th to 15th Centuries 
White ? 1 Stoneware ? 
White Southern China 1 Stoneware 18th century 
White Guangdong 2 Stoneware 11th century 
White Guangdong 2 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
White JDZ 1 Stoneware 16th century 
White Southern China 10 Stoneware 10th to 11th Centuries 
White Southern China 10 Stoneware 10th to 12th Centuries 
White Northern China? 2 Stoneware 9th  to 10th Centuries 
Brown glazed Dusun 7 Stoneware 8th  to 9th Centuries 
Brown glazed ? 20 Stoneware ? 
Green Splashed GY 5 Stoneware 9th to 10th Centuries 
Celadon YUE 4 Stoneware 8th to 10th centuries 
 
White XING 4 Stoneware 8th to 10th centuries 
 
White GY 4 Stoneware 8th to 10th centuries 
 
Celadon Guangdong 4 Stoneware 8th to 10th centuries 
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? ? 2 Stoneware ? 
 
Site 124: Jask, Iran 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site Jask True Survey 
 
(Priestman 2005) 
Site 124: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Blue and White JDZ 2 Porcelain 15th to 16th Centuries 2 
Site 125: Sofala, Mozambique 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
False Excavations 16th Century (Dickinson 1975) 
Site 125: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon ? 8 Stoneware 15th to 16th Centuries 
83 Blue and White JDZ 68 Porcelain 16th to 18th Centuries 
? ? 7 Stoneware 15th to 18th Centuries 
Site 126: al-Nudud Port Site, UAE 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Port Site Ras al-Khaimah Yes Excavations 14th to 20th Century (Zhao et al. 2014:35-42) 
Site 126: Unearthed Chinese Ceramic20 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon LQ 5 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
275 
Celadon LQ 94 Stoneware 14th to 16th Centuries 
Celadon FJ/GD/JDZ 10 Stoneware 12th to 15th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 12 Porcelain 14th to 15th Centuries 
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Blue and White JDZ? 75 Porcelain Late 15th to early 16th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ? 13 Porcelain 16th Century 
Blue and White JDZ? 5 Porcelain ? 
Black Glazed  GD (the Shiwan Kilns) 2 Stoneware 16th Century 
Black Glazed  MTB (China/SE Asia) 46 (2+5+39) Stoneware 16th Century 
Qingbai Southern China 4 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White (CREAM) FJ 3 Stoneware 14th Century 
White JDZ 5 Porcelain 16th Century 
Enamelled JDZ 1 Porcelain 16th Century 
Site 127: Aydhab, Egypt/Sudan 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
Yes Surface Survey 11th to 14th Centuries (Mikami 1988:13-16) 
Site 125: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
Celadon YUE 
695 
Stoneware 11th Century 
999 
Celadon LQ Porcelain 14th Century 
White JDZ 
93 
Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
White FJ Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 40 Porcelain 14th Century 
Black Glazed MTB (China/SE Asia) 171 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Site 128: Qal’at al-Bahrain, Bahrain 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
Yes Excavation Pre-history to 17th Century (Kervran et al. 2005:303-308) 
Site 128: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
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Celadon LQ 35 Stoneware 12th to 14th Centuries 
100 
Celadon LQ 15 Stoneware 15th to 16th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 20 Porcelain 16th Century 
White South China 7 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
White DING? 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Green and Brown Glazed ? 22 Stoneware ? 
Site 129: Bilad al-Qadim, Bahrain 
Site Type Location Published Photos Excavation/Survey Site Dating Reference 
Coastal Site 
 
Yes Excavation Pre-history to 17th Century 
(Carter 2005:423-424, Insoll 2005, 
Priestman 2013:257) 
Site 128: Unearthed Chinese Ceramics 
Class Kiln Site Quantity Quality Ceramic Dating Total Quantity 
White North China? 2 Stoneware 8th to 10th Centuries 
46 
White North China? 2 Stoneware 11th to 13th Centuries 
White South China? 4 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Celadon YUE 3 Stoneware 10th to 11th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 1 Stoneware 11th to 12th Centuries 
Celadon LQ 4 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
Blue and White JDZ 18 Porcelain 13th to 14th Centuries 
Brown glazed Dusun? 1 Stoneware 13th to 14th Centuries 
? ? 11 Stoneware? 10th to 14th Centuries 
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Appendix 4: Summary Statistics for counting of 
Chinese ceramic classes produced from different 
Chinese kiln sites 
 
Table 6.1: Summary Statistics for counting of Chinese ceramic classes produced from different 
Chinese kiln sites dated to the 6th to 7th centuries. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full collected datasets of Chinese ceramic kiln sites dated 
from the 6th to 7th centuries. This table shows 27 different Chinese ceramic kiln sites listed in Appendix 
1. The counting of class numbers of this summary statistics is based on Appendix 2. In total, these 27 
kiln sites produce 49 groups of ceramic assemblages, which can be divided into six classes. ‘’ refers 
the kiln site has produced the correspond class of ceramics; ‘-’ refers to the kiln site has not. These six 
classes have been showed on the top of this table, with other information included ‘Kiln Sites Number’, 
‘Province’, and ‘Kiln Name’. The ‘Kiln Number’ refers to their numbers of these ceramic kiln sites, 
which can be found in Appendixes 1 and 2. The ‘Province’ means the Chinese provincial locations of 
these sites. The ‘Kiln Name’ tells their English and Chinese names. Ceramic classes in this table 
include G (green glazed wares, or celadon), Y (yellow glazed wares), B (black glazed wares), W 
(white glazed wares), J (Jun-type celadon wares) and P (polychrome wares). These classes are based 
on Appendix 2 and their definitions can be found in Chapter II. On the bottom, N1 refers to the total 
number of each class that produced from these 27 kiln sites. P1 means the percentage of N1, among 49 
assemblages. On the right, N2 refers to the total number of classes produced from each kiln site. 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W J P N2 
Kiln 1 Anhui Shouzhou  E   - - - - 2 
Kiln 2 Fujian Cizao C>E  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 3 Fujian Huai'an %E  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 4 Guangxi Guilin -+E   - - - - 2 
Kiln 5 Hunan Yuezhou  E   - - - - 2 
Kiln 6 Jiangsu Yixing E  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 7 Jiangxi Zhangshu /,E   - - - - 2 
Kiln 8 Jiangxi Hongzhou 4 E   - - - - 2 
Kiln 9 Jiangxi Yanshan VE  - -  - - 2 
Kiln 11 Sichuan Qingyangong ^GE   - - - - 2 
Kiln 12 Zhejiang Deqing $7E  -  - - - 2 
Kiln 13 Zhejiang Yue ME  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 14 Zhejiang Wuzhou  E  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 15 Zhejiang Ou @E  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 16 Hebei Cizhou C E  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 17 Hebei Xing RE -    - - 3 
Kiln 18 Henan Gongyi !E  - -  - - 2 
Kiln 19 Henan Xingyang IZE     - - 4 
Kiln 20 Henan Anyang ZE   - - - - 2 
Kiln 21 Shandong Qufu )YE   - - - - 2 
Kiln 22 Shandong Zhongchenhao [TE  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 23 Shandong Zibo 6E  -  - - - 2 
Kiln 29 Hubei E'zhou U E  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 120 Henan Pacun &*  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 134 Zhejiang Longyou b8E - - - -  - 1 
Kiln 135 Zhejiang Xiangshan KE  - - -   3 
Kiln 107 Henan Luoyang 3ZE     - - 4 
N1: 25 11 5 5 2 1 Total: 49 
P1: 51.0% 22.4% 10.2% 10.2% 4.1% 2.0% 100.0% 
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Table 6.2: Summary Statistics for counting of Chinese ceramic classes produced from different 
Chinese kiln sites dated to the 8th to 10th centuries. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full collected datasets of Chinese ceramic kiln sites dated 
from the 8th to 10th centuries. This table shows the 53 different Chinese ceramic kiln sites listed in 
Appendix 1. The counting of class numbers of this summary statistics is based on Appendix 2. In total, 
these 53 kiln sites produce 123 groups of ceramic assemblages, which can be divided into eight classes. 
‘’ refers the kiln site has produced the correspond class of ceramics; ‘-’ refers to the kiln site has not. 
These eight classes have been showed on the top of this table, with other information included ‘Kiln 
Sites Number’, ‘Province’, and ‘Kiln Name’. The ‘Kiln Number’ refers to their numbers of these 
ceramic kiln sites, which can be found in Appendixes 1 and 2. The ‘Province’ means the Chinese 
provincial locations of these sites. The ‘Kiln Name’ tells their English and Chinese names. Ceramic 
classes in this table include G (green glazed wares, or celadon), Y (yellow glazed wares), B (black 
glazed wares), W (white glazed wares), S (Sancai-type wares), P (polychrome wares), C (blue and 
white ceramics) and O (other classes, such as marbled-earthenware wares). These classes are based 
on Appendix 2 and their definitions can be found in Chapter 2: 2.5.2-(1). At the bottom, N1 refers to the 
total number of each class that produced from these 53 kiln sites. P1 means the percentage of N1, 
among 123 assemblages. On the right, N2 refers to the total number of classes produced from each kiln 
site. 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P C O N2 
Kiln 1 Anhui Shouzhou  E    - - - - - 3 
Kiln 2 Fujian Cizao C>E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 3 Fujian Huai'an %E  - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 4 Guangxi Guilin -+E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 5 Hunan Yuezhou  E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 6 Jiangsu Yixing E  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 8 Jiangxi Hongzhou 4 E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 9 Jiangxi Yanshan VE  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 10 Sichuan Qionglai QE   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 11 Sichuan Qingyanggong ^GE   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 13 Zhejiang Yue ME  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 14 Zhejiang Wuzhou  E  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 15 Zhejiang Ou @E  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 17 Hebei Xing RE   -   - - - 4 
Kiln 18 Henan Gongyi !E - -    -   5 
Kiln 19 Henan Xingyang IZE     - - - - 4 
Kiln 20 Henan Anyang ZE - -  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 21 Shandong Qufu )YE     - - - - 4 
Kiln 22 Shandong Zhongchenhao [TE  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 23 Shandong Zibo 6E  -  - - - - - 2 
Kiln 24 Anhui Yanqian E  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 25 Anhui Songkou FE  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 26 Anhui Kongling =E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 27 Anhui Qinxi ?;E  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 28 Fujian Jianyang #ZE  -  - - - - - 2 
Kiln 29 Hubei E'zhou U E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 30 Fujian Guangze 2E -  - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 31 Fujian Jiangle E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 32 Guangdong Chaozhou < E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 34 Guangdong Gaoming _'E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 35 Guangdong Meixian .E  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 36 Guangdong Shiwan B9E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 37 Guangdong Guanchong 
E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 38 Hunan Changsha X1E   - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 39 Jiangxi Ganzhou L E   -  -  - - 4 
Kiln 40 Hebei Ding E     - - - - 4 
Kiln 41 Hebei JinGuangxiing \E -    - - - - 3 
Kiln 42 Henan Huixian NE -     - - - 4 
Kiln 43 Henan Lushan `E - -  -  - - - 2 
Kiln 44 Henan Mixian E     - - - - 4 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P C O N2 
Kiln 45 Henan Dengfeng AE -    - - - - 3 
Kiln 46 Henan Hebi a]E -    - - - - 3 
Kiln 47 Henan Yuzhou D E    - - - - - 3 
Kiln 48 Henan Neixiang/Deng 	E/PE  -   - - - - 3 
Kiln 49 Henan Jiaxian SE -     - - - 4 
Kiln 50 Shaanxi Yaozhou H E     - - - - 4 
Kiln 51 Shanxi Hunanyuan 5:E -    - - - - 3 
Kiln 52 Shanxi Pingding "E - -   - - - - 2 
Kiln 57 Hunan Hengyang JZE  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 59 Jiangxi Jizhou  E   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 60 Jiangxi Jingdezhen ($W  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 107 Henan Luoyang 3ZE      - - - 5 
Kiln 126 Fujian Lianjiang O0E  - - - - - - - 1 
N1: 42 32 21 17 6 3 1 1 Total: 123 
P1: 34.1% 26.0% 17.1% 13.8% 4.9% 2.4% 0.8% 0.8% 100.0% 
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Table 6.3: Summary Statistics for counting of Chinese ceramic classes produced from different Chinese kiln sites dated to the 11th to 12th centuries. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full collected datasets of Chinese ceramic kiln sites dated from the 11th to 12th centuries. This table shows the 80 different 
Chinese ceramic kiln sites listed in Appendix 1. The counting of class numbers of this summary statistics is based on Appendix 2. In total, these 80 kiln sites produce 182 
groups of ceramic assemblages, which can be divided into ten classes. ‘’ refers the kiln site has produced the correspond class of ceramics; ‘-’ refers to the kiln site has not. 
These ten classes have been showed on the top of this table, with other information included ‘Kiln Sites Number’, ‘Province’, and ‘Kiln Name’. The ‘Kiln Number’ refers to 
their numbers of these ceramic kiln sites, which can be found in Appendixes 1 and 2. The ‘Province’ means the Chinese provincial locations of these sites. The ‘Kiln Name’ 
tells their English and Chinese names. Ceramic classes in this table include G (green glazed wares, or celadon), Y (yellow glazed wares), B (black glazed wares), W (white 
glazed wares), S (Sancai-type wares), P (polychrome wares), Q (Qingbai wares), F (Cizhou type sgraffiato wares) and O (other classes, such as marbled-earthenware 
wares). These classes are based on Appendix 2 and their definitions can be found in Chapter 2: 2.5.2-(1). On the bottom, N1 refers to the total number of each class that 
produced from these 80 kiln sites. P1 means the percentage of N1, among 182 assemblages. On the right, N2 refers to the total number of classes produced from each kiln site. 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P O Q F J N2 
Kiln 2 Fujian Cizao uly    - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 4 Guangxi Guilin NLy   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 5 Hunan Yueyang 3y   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 9 Jiangxi Yanshan 1y -   - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 10 Sichuan Qionglai 5y   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 13 Zhejiang Yue y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 14 Zhejiang Wuzhou $6y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 15 Zhejiang Ou oy  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 16 Hebei Cizhou u6y - -   - - - -  - 3 
Kiln 17 Hebei Xing y -  -  - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 20 Henan Anyang (y - - -   - - - - - 2 
Kiln 22 Shandong Zhongchenhao y  - -  - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 23 Shandong Zibo by  -   - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 25 Anhui Songkou zy  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 26 Anhui Kongling %ky  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 27 Anhui Qinxi nhy  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 28 Fujian Jianyang 9y - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 29 Hubei E'zhou 6y  - - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 30 Fujian Guangze \y    - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 32 Guangdong Chaozhou j6y    - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 33 Guangdong Xicun Jy   -  -  -  - - 5 
Kiln 36 Guangdong Shiwan 1tfy    - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 37 Guangdong Guanchong )y   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 39 Jiangxi Qilizhen y  - - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 40 Hebei Ding *y     - - - - - - 4 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P O Q F J N2 
Kiln 41 Hebei Jingxing y -    - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 43 Henan Lushan ¥1y  -    - - -   6 
Kiln 44 Henan Mixian .y     - - - - - - 4 
Kiln 45 Henan Dengfeng q/y  - - -  - - -   4 
Kiln 46 Henan Hebi ¦!y     - - - - - - 4 
Kiln 47 Henan Yuzhou x6y - -   - - - - -  3 
Kiln 48 Henan Neixiang/Deng y/y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 49 Henan Jiaxian y - - -   - - -  - 3 
Kiln 50 Shaanxi Yaozhou ~6y    - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 51 Shanxi Hunyuan ^gy -    - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 52 Shanxi Pingding 7*y - -   - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 53 Anhui Fanchang |Ey - - - - - - -  - - 1 
Kiln 54 Anhui Renli 	y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 55 Anhui Yaotouling B#2y  - - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 56 Anhui Xiajian ¡y -  - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 57 Hunan Hengyang y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 58 Jiangxi Linjiang Vy - -   - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 59 Jiangxi Jizhou 6y - -   - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 60 Jiangxi Jingdezhen H=y -   - - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 61 Anhui Xiafuqiao {Oy - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 62 Fujian Tong'an (y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 63 Guangdong Fengkai /:y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 64 Fujian Shaxian Wy   - - - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 65 Fujian Xiamen y    - - - -  - - 4 
Kiln 66 Fujian Sanming Fy - - - - - - -  - - 1 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P O Q F J N2 
Kiln 67 Fujian Songxi Khy    - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 68 Guangdong Huizhou ?6y   -  - - -  - - 4 
Kiln 69 Guangxi Guiping N7y -  - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 71 Hubei Jiangxia V"y   -  - - -  - - 4 
Kiln 72 Hubei Husi e[y - - - - - - -  - - 1 
Kiln 73 Hunan Chenzhou 6y - - - - - - -  - - 1 
Kiln 74 Hunan Hongjiang ]Vy  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 75 Sichuan Pengxian <y - - -  - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 76 Zhejiang Longquan §Zy  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 77 Fujian Quanzhou Z6y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 78 Henan Xin'an C(y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 79 Henan Yiyang +y  - - - - - - -  - 2 
Kiln 80 Henan Ru Uy  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 81 Henan Linru Uy  - -  - - - - -  3 
Kiln 83 Shanxi Jiexiu 
y  -   - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 84 Shanxi Mengjiajing &,y  -   - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 86 Fujian Zhangzhou i6y  - - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 87 Guangdong Qujiang IVy    - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 98 Jiangxi Nanfeng y - - - - - - -  - - 1 
Kiln 119 Henan Dangyangyu ; -  -   -  -  - 5 
Kiln 122 Fujian Nanping 7y   - - - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 124 Guangxi Liuzhou M6y  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 126 Fujian Lianjiang Vy  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 129 Guangdong Leizhou 6y - - - - -  - - - - 1 
Kiln 132 Guangdong Heyuan Xgy   - - - - - - - - 2 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P O Q F J N2 
Kiln 133 Hunan Hengshan 1y - - - - -  - - - - 1 
Kiln 136 Jiangxi Quan'nan y  - - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 137 Hunan Lingling y -  - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 138 Jiangxi Nancheng  y  -  - - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 139 Sichuan Guangyuan 8y -   - - - - -  - 3 
N1: 53 31 28 24 5 3 5 22 7 4 Total: 182 
P1: 29.1% 17.0% 15.4% 13.2% 2.7% 1.6% 2.7% 12.1% 3.8% 2.2% 100.0% 
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Table 6.4: Summary Statistics for counting of Chinese ceramic classes produced from different Chinese kiln sites dated to the 12th to 13th centuries. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full collected datasets of Chinese ceramic kiln sites dated from the 12th to 13th centuries. This table shows the 82 different 
Chinese ceramic kiln sites listed in Appendix 1. The counting of class numbers of this summary statistics is based on Appendix 2. In total, these 82 kiln sites produce 206 
groups of ceramic assemblages, which can be divided into 11 classes. ‘’ refers the kiln site has produced the correspond class of ceramics; ‘-’ refers to the kiln site has not. 
These 11 classes have been showed on the top of this table, with other information included ‘Kiln Sites Number’, ‘Province’, and ‘Kiln Name’. The ‘Kiln Number’ refers to 
their numbers of these ceramic kiln sites, which can be found in Appendixes 1 and 2. The ‘Province’ means the Chinese provincial locations of these sites. The ‘Kiln Name’ 
tells their English and Chinese names. These 11 ceramic classes in this table include G (green glazed wares, or celadon), Y (yellow glazed wares), B (black glazed wares), W 
(white glazed wares), S (Sancai-type wares), P (polychrome wares), Q (Qingbai wares), F (Cizhou type sgraffiato wares), E (Enamelled wares), J (Jun-glazed celadon 
wares) and O (other classes, such as marbled-earthenware wares). These classes are based on Appendix 2 and their definitions can be found in Chapter 2: 2.5.2-(1). On the 
bottom, On the bottom, N1 refers to the total number of each class that produced from these 82 kiln sites. P1 means the percentage of N1, among 206 assemblages. On the 
right, N2 refers to the total number of classes produced from each kiln site. 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P O Q F E J N2 
Kiln 2 Fujian Cizao uly    - - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 4 Guangxi Guilin NLy   - - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 9 Jiangxi Yanshan 1y -   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 13 Zhejiang Yue y  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 14 Zhejiang Wuzhou $6y  -  - - - - - - -  3 
Kiln 16 Hebei Cizhou u6y - -    - - -  - - 4 
Kiln 17 Hebei Xing y -    - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 20 Henan Anyang (y  - - - - - - - - -  2 
Kiln 22 Shandong Zhongchenhao y     - - - - - - - 4 
Kiln 23 Shandong Zibo by -    - - - -   - 5 
Kiln 25 Anhui Songkou zy  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 26 Anhui Kongling %ky  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 27 Anhui Qinxi nhy  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 28 Fujian Jianyang 9y - -  - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 30 Fujian Guangze \y    - - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 35 Guangdong Meixian Py   - - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 39 Jiangxi Qilizhen y    - - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 40 Hebei Ding *y - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 41 Hebei Jinxing y -    - -  - - - - 4 
Kiln 43 Henan Lushan ¥1y - -  - - - - - - -  2 
Kiln 45 Henan Dengfeng q/y  - - - - - - -    4 
Kiln 46 Henan Hebi ¦!y - -   - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 47 Henan Yuzhou x6y  -   - - - - - -  4 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P O Q F E J N2 
Kiln 48 Henan Neixiang/Deng y/y  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 49 Henan Jiaxian y - - - - - - - -  - - 1 
Kiln 50 Shaanxi Yaozhou ~6y    - - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 51 Shanxi Hunyuan ^gy -    - -  - - - - 4 
Kiln 52 Shanxi Pinding 7*y - -   - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 58 Jiangxi Linjiang Vy - - - - - - -   - - 2 
Kiln 59 Jiangxi Jizhou 6y -    - - - -  - - 4 
Kiln 60 Jiangxi Jingdezhen H=y - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 61 Anhui Xiafuqiao {Oy - -  - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 62 Fujian Tong'an (y  - -  - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 65 Fujian Xiamen y    - - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 66 Fujian Sanming Fy   - - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 70 Guangxi Rongxian -y -   - - -   - - - 4 
Kiln 75 Sichuan Pengxian <y - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 76 Zhejiang Longquan §Zy  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 77 Fujian Quanzhou Z6y  - - - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 78 Henan Xin'an C(y  - - - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 79 Henan Yiyang +y  - - - - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 80 Henan Ru Uy - - -  - - - -  - - 2 
Kiln 81 Henan Linru Uy   - - - - - -  -  4 
Kiln 82 Shaanxi Xunyi Dy  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 83 Shanxi Jiexiu 
y  -   - -  - - - - 4 
Kiln 84 Shanxi Mengjiajing &,y  -   - -  - - - - 4 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P O Q F E J N2 
Kiln 85 Chongqing Tushan a1y -   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 86 Fujian Zhangzhou i6y     - - -  - - - 5 
Kiln 88 Fujian Yincuowei 0y   -  - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 89 Fujian Nan'an (y    - - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 90 Fujian Putian py  - - - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 91 Fujian Fuqing wdy  -  - - - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 92 Fujian Yongchun TGy - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 93 Fujian Zhangping i7y - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 94 Fujian Minhou y  -  - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 95 Guangxi Tengxian y -  - - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 96 Guangxi Xing'an (y    - - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 97 Hunan Yiyang sy  -  - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 98 Jiangxi Nanfeng y - -  - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 99 Jiangxi Nankeng y - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 100 Sichuan Dazhou 6y  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 101 Zhejiang Guan )y  - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 102 Hebei Longhua y - -   - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 103 Shanxi Huozhou  6y - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 104 Shanxi Changzhi Yy - -   - - - - -  - 3 
Kiln 105 Fujian Dehua =y - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 113 Shanxi Yuxian ry - -   - -  - - - - 3 
Kiln 119 Henan Dangyangyu ;y -  -   -  -  - - 5 
Kiln 120 Henan Pacun @Jy  - - - - - - -    4 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P O Q F E J N2 
Kiln 122 Fujian Nanping 7y -   - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 123 Fujian Pucheng _ y   - - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 125 Fujian Minqing dy - -  - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 126 Fujian Lianjiang Vy  -  - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 128 Fujian Ningde '=y -  -  - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 129 Guangdong Leizhou 6y - - - - -  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 130 Guangdong Nanhai `y - - - - -  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 131 Guangdong Longjingkeng §£y   - - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 132 Guangdong Heyuan Xgy   - - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 133 Hunan Hengshan 1y - - - - -  - - - - - 1 
Kiln 136 Jiangxi Quan'nan y  -   - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 138 Jiangxi Nancheng  y  -  - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 139 Sichuan Guangyuan 8y -   - - - - -  - - 3 
N1: 44 30 40 25 2 3 7 30 14 4 7 Total: 206 
P1: 21.4% 14.6% 19.4% 12.1% 1.0% 1.5% 3.4% 14.6% 6.8% 1.9% 3.4% 100.0% 
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Table 6.5: Summary Statistics for counting of Chinese ceramic classes produced from different Chinese kiln sites dated to the 14th century. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full collected datasets of Chinese ceramic kiln sites dated from the 14th century. This table shows the 55 different Chinese 
ceramic kiln sites listed in Appendix 1. The counting of class numbers of this summary statistics is based on Appendix 2. In total, these 55 kiln sites produce 127 groups of 
ceramic assemblages, which can be divided into 12 classes. ‘’ refers the kiln site has produced the correspond class of ceramics; ‘-’ refers to the kiln site has not. These 12 
classes have been showed on the top of this table, with other information included ‘Kiln Sites Number’, ‘Province’, and ‘Kiln Name’. The ‘Kiln Number’ refers to their 
numbers of these ceramic kiln sites, which can be found in Appendixes 1 and 2. The ‘Province’ means the Chinese provincial locations of these sites. The ‘Kiln Name’ tells 
their English and Chinese names. These 12 ceramic classes in this table include G (green glazed wares, or celadon), Y (yellow glazed wares), B (black glazed wares), W 
(white glazed wares), S (Sancai-type wares), P (polychrome wares), C (blue and white porcelains), Q (Qingbai wares), F (Cizhou type sgraffiato wares), E (Enamelled 
wares), J (Jun-glazed celadon wares) and O (other classes, such as marbled-earthenware wares). These classes are based on Appendix 2 and their definitions can be found 
in Chapter 2: 2.5.2-(1). On the bottom, N1 refers to the total number of each class that produced from these 55 kiln sites. P1 means the percentage of N1, among 127 
assemblages. On the right, N2 refers to the total number of classes produced from each kiln site. 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P C O Q F E J N2 
Kiln 2 Fujian Cizao uly    - - - - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 9 Jiangxi Yanshan 1y   - - - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 14 Zhejiang Wuzhou $6y  -  - - - - - - - -  3 
Kiln 16 Hebei Cizhou u6y - -   - - - - -   - 4 
Kiln 20 Henan Anyang (y - - - - - - - - - - -  1 
Kiln 22 Shandong Zhongchenhao y - -   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 28 Fujian Jianyang 9y - - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 39 Jiangxi Qilizhen y    - - - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 40 Hebei Ding *y - - -  - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 41 Hebei Jingxing y -    - - -  - - - - 4 
Kiln 43 Henan Lushan ¥1y -     - - - -  -  6 
Kiln 45 Henan Dengfeng q/y - - - - - - - - - -   2 
Kiln 46 Henan Hebi ¦!y - -   - - -  - -  - 4 
Kiln 47 Henan Yuzhou x6y  -   - - - - -  -  5 
Kiln 48 Henan Neixiang/Deng y/y  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 49 Henan Jiaxian y - - - - - - - - -  - - 1 
Kiln 50 Shaanxi Yaozhou ~6y  -  - - - - - -  - - 3 
Kiln 51 Shanxi Hunyuan ^gy -    - - -  - - - - 4 
Kiln 58 Jiangxi Linjiang Vy  - - - - - - -   - - 3 
Kiln 59 Jiangxi Jizhou 6y -    - - - - -  - - 4 
Kiln 60 Jiangxi Jingdezhen H=y  - - - - -  -  - - - 3 
Kiln 62 Fujian Tong'an (y  - -  - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 66 Fujian Sanming Fy -  - - - - - -  - - - 2 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P C O Q F E J N2 
Kiln 76 Zhejiang Longquan §Zy  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 77 Fujian Quanzhou Z6y  - - - - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 78 Henan Xin'an C(y  - -  - - - - - - -  3 
Kiln 81 Henan Linru Uy - - - - - - - - - - -  1 
Kiln 84 Shanxi Mengjiajing &,y - -   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 86 Fujian Zhangzhou i6y  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 88 Fujian Yincuowei 0y   -  - - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 90 Fujian Putian py  - - - - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 91 Fujian Fuqing wdy  - - - - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 92 Fujian Yongchun TGy - - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 93 Fujian Zhangping i7y - - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 97 Hunan Yiyang sy  -  - - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 99 Jiangxi Nankeng y  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 101 Zhejiang Guan )y  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 102 Hebei Longhua y - -   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 103 Shanxi Huozhou  6y - - -  - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 105 Fujian Dehua =y - - - - - - - -  - - - 1 
Kiln 106 Guangdong Raoping ¤7y  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 109 Jiangxi Jing'an ¢(y  - - - - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 110 Yunnan Yuxi mhy  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 120 Henan Pacun @Jy - - - -  - - - -   - 3 
Kiln 121 Henan Qixian cy - - - - - - - - - - -  1 
Kiln 122 Fujian Nanping 7y  -  - - - - -  - - - 3 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W S P C O Q F E J N2 
Kiln 123 Fujian Pucheng _ y  -  - - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 125 Fujian Mingqing dy - -  - - - - -  - - - 2 
Kiln 126 Fujian Lianjiang Vy  -  - - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 127 Fujian Shaowu Ry    - - - - -  - - - 4 
Kiln 128 Fujian Ningde '=y -  -  - - - -  - - - 3 
Kiln 129 Guangdong Leizhou 6 - - - - -  - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 130 Guangdong Nanhai `y - - - - -  - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 133 Hunan Hengshan 1y - - - - -  - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 136 Jiangxi Quan'nan y  -   - - - -  - - - 4 
N1: 28 11 21 17 2 3 1 3 21 8 4 8 Total: 127 
P1: 22.0% 8.7% 16.5% 13.4% 1.6% 2.4% 0.8% 2.4% 16.5% 6.3% 3.1% 6.3% 100.0% 
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Table 6.6: Summary Statistics for counting of Chinese ceramic classes produced from different Chinese kiln sites dated to the 15th to 16th centuries. 
 
This table presents summary statistics for the full collected datasets of Chinese ceramic kiln sites dated from the 15th to 16th centuries. This table shows 30 different Chinese 
ceramic kiln sites listed in Appendix 1. The counting of class numbers of this summary statistics is based on Appendix 2. In total, these 30 kiln sites produce 60 groups of 
ceramic assemblages, which can be divided into 12 classes. ‘’ refers the kiln site has produced the correspond class of ceramics; ‘-’ refers to the kiln site has not. These 12 
classes have been showed on the top of this table, with other information included ‘Kiln Sites Number’, ‘Province’, and ‘Kiln Name’. The ‘Kiln Number’ refers to their 
numbers of these ceramic kiln sites, which can be found in Appendixes 1 and 2. The ‘Province’ means the Chinese provincial locations of these sites. The ‘Kiln Name’ tells 
their English and Chinese names. These 12 ceramic classes in this table include G (green glazed wares, or celadon), Y (yellow glazed wares), B (black glazed wares), W 
(white glazed wares), C (blue and white porcelains), Q (Qingbai wares), F (Cizhou type sgraffiato wares), P (polychrome wares), S (Sancai-type wares), J (Jun-glazed 
celadon wares), E (Enamelled wares) and O (other classes, such as marbled-earthenware wares). These classes are based on Appendix 2 and their definitions can be found in 
Chapter 2: 2.5.2-(1). On the bottom, N1 refers to the total number of each class that produced from these 30 kiln sites. P1 means the percentage of N1, among 60 assemblages. 
On the right, N2 refers to the total number of classes produced from each kiln site. 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W C Q F P S J E O N2 
Kiln 9 Jiangxi Yanshan 1y  -  -   - - - - - - 4 
Kiln 16 Hebei Cizhou u6y - -   - -  - - - - - 3 
Kiln 22 Shandong Zhongchenhao y - -  - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 36 Guangdong Shiwan 1tfy - - - - - - - - -  - - 1 
Kiln 50 Shaanxi Yaozhou ~6y - -   - -  - - - - - 3 
Kiln 58 Jiangxi Linjiang Vy - - -   - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 60 Jiangxi Jingdezhen H=y       -   -   10 
Kiln 63 Guangdong Fengkai /:y - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 66 Fujian Sanming Fy - - - - -  - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 76 Zhejiang Longquan §Zy  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 77 Fujian Quanzhou Z6y - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 84 Shanxi Mengjiajing &,y - -   - - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 86 Fujian Zhangzhou i6y  - -    - - - -  - 4 
Kiln 93 Fujian Zhangping i7y - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 97 Hunan Yiyang sy - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 99 Jiangxi Nankeng y - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 105 Fujian Dehua =y - - -  - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 106 Guangdong Raoping ¤7y - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 108 Jiangxi Hengfeng Q4y  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 110 Yunnan Yuxi mhy - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 111 Yunnan Lufeng vy  - - -   - - - - - - 3 
Kiln 112 Yunnan Jianshui 9Sy  - - -  - - - - - - - 2 
Kiln 114 Hunan Huaihua >y - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
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Kiln Site Number Province Kiln Name G Y B W C Q F P S J E O N2 
Kiln 115 Guangdong Huiyang ?y   -  -  - - - - - - 4 
Kiln 116 Guangdong Boluo }y - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 117 Guangdong Jieyang Ay - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 118 Guangxi Hepu _y  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
Kiln 127 Fujian Shaowu Ry    - -  - - - - - - 4 
Kiln 129 Guangdong Leizhou 6y - - - - - - -  - - - - 1 
Kiln 140 Guangxi Beihai `y  - - - - - - - - - - - 1 
N1: 11 3 7 8 16 7 2 1 1 1 2 1 Total: 60 
P1: 18.3% 5.0% 11.7% 13.3% 26.7% 11.7% 3.3% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 3.3% 1.7% 100.0% 
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Appendix 5: Tables of Summary Statistics for quantities of Chinese ceramic assemblages 
from the key western Indian Ocean sites 
 
Table 6.7: Summary Statistics for sherd numbers of different Chinese ceramic classes (dated from the 8th to 10th centuries) produced in different archaeological sites in 
the western Indian Ocean. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full datasets of the archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean that produce Chinese ceramic sherds dated from the 8th to 
the 10th centuries. The sherd numbers and classes grouping of this summary statistics are based on Appendix 3. This table shows over 3,400 sherds from 26 archaeological 
sites in the western Indian Ocean (see total number on the lower right corner of this table). In this table, there are 14 columns and they present 14 different groups of Chinese 
ceramics that come from different producers (Based on Chapter 2 and Appendix 1: KN13= Yue kilns, KN17= Xing kilns, KN18= Gongyi Kilns, KN 38= Changsha kilns, 
KN 40= Ding kilns, KN 60= Jingdezhen Kilns, NC=Northern Chinese Kilns, SC= Southern Chinese Kilns and GD= Guangdong local kilns). Based on their reported 
appearances of these 14 groups of Chinese ceramic sherds, they can be divided into eight classes: (Polychrome= Polychrome wares, GS= green splashed wares, CBW= 
blue and white ceramics, White= white stonewares, Dusun= Dusun type brown glazed coarse wares, Celadon= green glazed stonewares, QB= Qingbai wares and UI= 
un-identified ceramics). All these eight classes of Chinese ceramics are unearthed from 26 different archaeological sites. On the left, the site numbers represent these sites, 
which can be found in Appendix 3. On the bottom, N1 represents the total number of each group of ceramics that is coming from the same producer. P1 refers to the 
percentages of each group of ceramics. Proportion means there are how many sites that produce the same group of ceramics among these 26 archaeological sites. On the 
right, N2 represents the total numbers of Chinese ceramic sherds that produced from each site. P2 represent the percentages of N2. Among these sherd numbers, it can be seen 
descriptive numbers (such as ‘small’, ‘some’, ‘common’ or ‘large’), which are not reported in detailed numbers. It also can be seen the approximate numbers (the numbers 
marked by stars, such as ‘10*’), which mean these sherd quantities have not been accurately recorded. Otherwise, the ‘’ means that this is unknown quantity of ceramic 
sherds but they are reported in these sites. The descriptive numbers and unknown quantities do not count in the total sherd numbers, percentages of each class and the total 
number of this table. ‘-’ means there is no Chinese ceramic finding of this group/class from this site.  
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Classes 
 
Polychrome GS CBW 
 
White 
 
BG 
 
Celadon 
 
QB 
 
UI 
 N2 P2 
Producers 
 
KN38 KN18 KN18 KN18 
 
KN17 NC KN40 KN18 SC 
 
Dusun 
 
KN13 GD 
 
KN60 
 
UI 
 
Site 34 
 
4 - 1 - 
 
7 - - - - 
 
12 
 
10 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
34 1.0% 
Site 39 
 
416 2* 50* - 
 
200* -   - 
 
1164 
 
340 - 
 
 
 
- 
 
2172* 62.4% 
Site 45 
 
2 - 5 - 
 
- - - - - 
 
- 
 
3 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
10 0.3% 
Site 48 
 
3* - - - 
 
- 11* - - - 
 
1* 
 
6* - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
21* 0.6% 
Site 51 
 
 - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
 
 
 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
  
Site 52 
 
3 - - - 
 
- - - - 6 
 
14 
 
- - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
23 0.7% 
Site 54 
 
57 - 19 1 
 
- 132 - - - 
 
73 
 
74 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
356 10.2% 
Site 55 
 
- 3 - - 
 
2 - - 4 - 
 
1 
 
9 10 
 
- 
 
- 
 
29 0.8% 
Site 56 
 
- - - - 
 
- 3 - - - 
 
- 
 
- - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
3 0.1% 
Site 62 
 
- - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
- 
 
 - 
 
- 
 
 
 
  
Site 67 
 
2 - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
- 
 
- - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
2 0.1% 
Site 79 
 
 - - - 
 
   - - 
 
100* 
 
170* - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
270* 7.8% 
Site 82 
 
- - - - 
 
- -  - - 
 
 
 
 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
  
Site 83 
 
- - - - 
 
 - - large - 
 
common 
 
 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
  
Site 86 
 
- - - - 
 
- -  - - 
 
- 
 
- - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
  
Site 90 
 
- - - - 
 
- -  - - 
 
- 
 
- - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
  
Site 91 
 
- - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
some 
 
some - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
  
Site 93 
 
 - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
- 
 
- - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
  
Site 94 
 
1 - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
250* 
 
 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
251* 7.2% 
Site 97 
 
- - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
4 
 
- - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
4 0.1% 
Site 101 
 
8 - 10* - 
 
10* - - - - 
 
 
 
10* - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
38* 1.1% 
Site 110 
 
14 - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
9 
 
7 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
30 0.9% 
Site 112 
 
20 - - - 
 
-  - - - 
 
288 
 
 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
196 5.6% 
Site 113 
 
small - - - 
 
- - - - - 
 
 
 
 - 
 
- 
 
- 
 
  
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Classes 
 
Polychrome GS CBW 
 
White 
 
BG 
 
Celadon 
 
QB 
 
UI 
 N2 P2 
Producers 
 
KN38 KN18 KN18 KN18 
 
KN17 NC KN40 KN18 SC 
 
Dusun 
 
KN13 GD 
 
KN60 
 
UI 
 
Site 123 
 
8 - 5 - 
 
4 2 - 4 - 
 
7 
 
4 4 
 
- 
 
- 
 
38 1.1% 
Site 129  - - - -  - 2 - - -  -  - -  -  -  2 0.1% 
N1 
 
519 5 90 1 
 
223 150 0 8 6 
 
1827 
 
636 14 
 
 
 
 
 
Total: 3479 100.0% 
P1 
 
14.9% 0.1% 2.5% 0.0% 
 
6.2% 4.1% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 
 
53.2% 
 
18.2% 0.4% 
 
 
 
 
 
100.0% 
 
Proportion 
 
16/26 2/26 5/26 1/26 
 
16/26 
 
18/26 
 
18/26 
 
1/26 
 
1/26 
 
Total Site Number: 26 
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Table 6.8: Summary Statistics for sherd numbers of different Chinese ceramic classes (dated from the 11th to 13th centuries) produced in different archaeological sites in 
the western Indian Ocean. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full datasets of the archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean that produce Chinese ceramic sherds dated from the 11th to 
13th centuries. The sherd numbers and classes grouping of this summary statistics are based on Appendix 3. This table shows over 2,500 sherds from 37 archaeological sites in 
the western Indian Ocean (see total number on the lower right corner of this table). In this table, there are 21 columns and they present 21 different groups of Chinese 
ceramics that come from different producers (Based on Chapter 2 and Appendix 1: KN13= Yue kilns, KN16= Cizhou kilns, KN18= Gongyi Kilns, KN33= Xicun kilns, 
KN40= Ding kilns, KN 50=Yaozhou Kilns, KN60= Jingdezhen Kilns, KN76= Longquan Kilns SC= Southern Chinese Kilns, GD= Guangdong local kilns, FJ=Fujian local 
kilns, UI=producers are not sure). Based on their reported appearances of these 21 groups of Chinese ceramic sherds, they can be divided into eight classes: (Polychrome= 
Polychrome wares, White= white stonewares, Dusun= Dusun type brown glazed coarse wares, MTB=Martabani type brown glazed coarse wares, Celadon= green glazed 
stonewares, QB= Qingbai wares, Black=black glazed wares and UI= un-identified ceramics). All these eight classes of Chinese ceramics are unearthed from 37 different 
archaeological sites. On the left, the site numbers represent these sites, which can be found in Appendix 3. On the bottom, N1 represents the total number of each group of 
ceramics that is coming from the same producer. P1 refers to the percentages of each group of ceramics. Proportion means there are how many sites that produce the same 
group of ceramics among these 37 archaeological sites. On the right, N2 represents the total numbers of Chinese ceramic sherds that produced from each site. P2 represent the 
percentages of N2. Among these sherd numbers, it can be seen descriptive numbers (such as ‘small’, ‘some’, ‘common’ or ‘large’), which are not reported in detailed numbers. 
It also can be seen the approximate numbers (the numbers marked by stars, such as ‘10*’), which mean these sherd quantities have not been accurately recorded. Otherwise, 
the ‘’ means that this is unknown quantity of ceramic sherds but they are reported in these sites. The descriptive numbers and unknown quantities do not count in the total 
sherd numbers, percentages of each class and the total number of this table. ‘-’ means that there is no Chinese ceramic finding of this group/class from this site.  
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Classes Polychrome White MTB Dusun Celadon 
 
QB Black UI 
N2 P2 
Producers GD KN16 FJ SC KN40 KN60 GD UI GD GD KN13 GD KN76 KN50 KN33 FJ UI 
 
KN60 UI KN28 UI 
Site 7 - - - - - - - some - - - - - - - - - 
 
some - - -   
Site 8 - - - - - - - - - -  -  - - - - 
 
- - - -   
Site 34 - - - - - - - - - - 5 - - - - - - 
 
1 - - - 6 0.2% 
Site 40 - - - - - 10* - - - - 10* - - - - - - 
 
- - 1 - 21* 0.8% 
Site 43 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 100* - - 
 
- 100* 
 
- 200* 8.0% 
Site 44 - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 1* 
 
- - - - 1* 0.0% 
Site 45 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - 
 
- - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 51 - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - -   
Site 52 - - 4 72 - - 7 - - - - 28 - - - - - 
 
- - - - 111 4.5% 
Site 54 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - 
 
- - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 55 - - 12 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
8 - - - 21 0.8% 
Site 65 - - - - - - - - - 6 3 9 - - - - - 
 
- - - - 18 0.7% 
Site 70 - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - 
 
- - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 79  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - -   
Site 82 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
common - - -   
Site 83 - - - -   - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - -   
Site 84 - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - -   
Site 85 - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - -   
site 87 - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - -   
Site 88 - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - -   
Site 89 - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - -   
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Classes Polychrome White MTB Dusun Celadon 
 
QB Black UI 
N2 P2 
Producers GD KN16 FJ SC KN40 KN60 GD UI GD GD KN13 GD KN76 KN50 KN33 FJ UI 
 
KN60 UI KN28 UI 
Site 90 - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 
 
- - - -   
Site 94 40* - 100* - - - - - - - 10* - -  -  - 
 
800*  40* - 990* 39.8% 
Site 95 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
- - - 3 3 0.1% 
Site 97 - - - 1 - - 3 - - - - - - - - - - 
 
8 - - - 12 0.5% 
Site 98 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
-  - -   
Site 99 - - - - many - - - - - - - - - - - - 
 
-  - -   
Site 101 - 6 -    - - - - 941 - - 25 - - - 
 
- - - - 972 39.1% 
Site 102 - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - 
 
- - - - 2 0.1% 
Site 108 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - 
 
 - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 110 - - - - 8 - - - - - 24 - 5 - - - - 
 
22 - - - 59 2.4% 
Site 112 - - - - - - - 14 - - 1 - - - - - -  - - - - 15 0.6% 
Site 123 - - - 20 - - 4 - - - - 2 - - - - - 
 
14 - - - 40 1.6% 
Site 126 - - - - - - - - - - - - 5 - - - -  - - - - 5 0.2% 
Site 127 - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -   
Site 128 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 129 - - - - - - - 2 - - 3 - 1 - - - -  - - - - 6 0.2% 
N1 40 6 116 94 9 10 14 16  7 999 39 11 28 100  1 
 
853 100 41 3 Total: 2487 100.0% 
P1 1.6% 0.2% 4.7% 3.8% 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.6%  0.3% 40.2% 1.6% 0.4% 1.1% 4.0%  0.0% 
 
34.3% 4.0% 1.6% 0.1% 100.0% 
 
Proportion 2/37 1/37 21/37 1/37 2/37 21/37 
 
12/37 2/37 1/37 Total Site Number: 37 
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Table 6.9: Summary Statistics for sherd numbers of different Chinese ceramic classes (dated to the 14th Century) produced in different archaeological sites in the western 
Indian Ocean. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full datasets of the archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean that produce Chinese ceramic sherds dated from the 14th 
Century. The sherd numbers and classes grouping of this summary statistics are based on Appendix 3. This table shows over 9, 500 sherds from 81 archaeological sites in the 
western Indian Ocean (see total number on the lower right corner of this table). In this table, there are 23 columns and they present 23 different groups of Chinese ceramics 
that come from different producers (Based on Chapter 2 and Appendix 1: KN13= Yue kilns, KN16= Cizhou kilns, KN 40= Ding kilns, KN 60= Jingdezhen Kilns, KN 76= 
Longquan Kilns, KN 105= Dehua Kilns, FJ= Fujian local kilns, GD= Guangdong local kilns, SC= Southern Chinese Kilns and UI=producers are not sure). Based on 
their reported appearances of these 23 groups of Chinese ceramic sherds, they can be divided into nine classes: (CBW= Chinese blue and white porcelains, Polychrome= 
Polychrome wares, White= white stonewares, MTB= MTB type brown glazed coarse wares, Blue=blue glazed ceramics, Celadon= green glazed stonewares, SF= Shufu 
bluish white porcelain, QB= Qingbai wares, and UI= un-identified ceramics). All these nine classes of Chinese ceramics are unearthed from 81 different archaeological sites. 
On the left, the site numbers represent these sites, which can be found in Appendix 3. On the bottom, N1 represents the total number of each group of ceramics that is coming 
from the same producer. P1 refers to the percentages of each group of ceramics. Proportion means there are how many sites that produce the same group of ceramics among 
these 81 archaeological sites. On the right, N2 represents the total numbers of Chinese ceramic sherds that produced from each site. P2 represent the percentages of N2. Among 
these sherd numbers, it can be seen descriptive numbers (such as ‘small’, ‘few, ‘common’ or ‘many’), which are not reported in detailed numbers. It also can be seen the 
approximate numbers (the numbers marked by stars, such as ‘10*’), which mean these sherd quantities have not been accurately recorded. Otherwise, the ‘’ means that this 
is unknown quantity of ceramic sherds but they are reported in these sites. The descriptive numbers and unknown quantities do not count in the total sherd numbers, 
percentages of each class and the total number of this table. ‘-’ means that there is no Chinese ceramic finding of this group/class from this site.  
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Classes CBW Polychrome  White MTB Blue Celadon SF QB UI 
N2 P2 
Producers KN60 KN16 UI  FJ SC KN 105 KN60 GD UI GD KN105 SC GD KN76 FJ UI KN60 KN60 KN105 FJ GD UI UI 
Site 1 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 9 - - - - - - - - - 9 0.1% 
Site 2 67 - -  - - - - - - - - - - 5 - - - - - - - - - 72 0.8% 
Site 3 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - few   
Site 4 150* - -  - - 225* - - - 150* - - - 900* - - - - - - - - - 1425* 14.9% 
Site 5 1 - -  - - few - - - - - - -  - - - - - 9 - - - 10 0.1% 
Site 6 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -    
Site 9 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 16 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 17 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - -  - - - - - -   
Site 18 - - -  - - - - - - 12* - - - 73* - - - - - - - - - 85* 0.9% 
Site 19 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 25* - - - - - - - - - 25* 0.3% 
Site 22 - - -  - - 1 - - - 1 1 - - 10 1 - - - 1 - - - - 15 0.2% 
Site 23 - - -  - - - - - 1 - - - - 6 1 - - - - - - - - 8 0.1% 
Site 24 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 27 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 28 - - -  - - 1 - - - 1 - - - 13 - - - - - - - - - 15 0.2% 
Site 29 - - -  8 - - - - - - - - - 18 - - - - - - - - - 26 0.3% 
Site 34 2 - -  - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - 3 0.0% 
Site 35 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 37 - - -  - - - - - - - - - 3 9 - - - - - - - - - 12 0.1% 
Site 38 1 - -  - - - - - - - - 6 - 12 - - - 8 - - - - - 27 0.3% 
Site 40 - - -  - - 10* - - - 10* - - - 10* - - 10* - - - - - - 40* 0.4% 
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Classes CBW Polychrome  White MTB Blue Celadon SF QB UI 
N2 P2 
Producers KN60 KN16 UI  FJ SC KN 105 KN60 GD UI GD KN105 SC GD KN76 FJ UI KN60 KN60 KN105 FJ GD UI UI 
Site 41 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 10 - - - - - - - - - 10 0.1% 
Site 42 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 45 - - -  - - - - 2 - 3 - - - 2 - - - - - - - - - 7 0.1% 
Site 46 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 100* - - - - - - - - - 100* 1.0% 
Site 47 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 49 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 50 2 - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 51 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -   
Site 52 2 - -  - 24 - 2 - - 295 - - - 328 - - - 54 80 - - - - 785 8.2% 
Site 53 10 - -  - - - - - - - - - - 13 - - - 2 - - - - - 25 0.3% 
Site 54 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 15 - - - - - - - - - 15 0.2% 
Site 55 1 - -  3 - - - - - 2 - - - 41 4 - - - - - - - - 51 0.5% 
Site 57 - - -  10* - - - - - - - - - 50* - - - - - - - - - 60* 0.6% 
Site 65 - - -  - 9 11 - - - - - - - 12 - - - - - - - - - 32 0.3% 
Site 68 - - -  - - 2 - - - 64 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 66 0.7% 
Site 69 - - -  - - - - - - 8 - - 400* 600* - - - - many - - - - 1008* 10.6% 
Site 70 - - -  - - - - - - 14 - - - 15 - - - - - - - - - 29 0.3% 
Site 71 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 72 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 1* - - - - - - - - - 1* 0.0% 
Site 73 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 75 - - -  - - - - - -  - - - 1* - - - - - - - - - 1* 0.0% 
Site 77 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - -  - - - -   
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Classes CBW Polychrome  White MTB Blue Celadon SF QB UI 
N2 P2 
Producers KN60 KN16 UI  FJ SC KN 105 KN60 GD UI GD KN105 SC GD KN76 FJ UI KN60 KN60 KN105 FJ GD UI UI 
Site 79 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 20* - - - - - - - - - 20* 0.2% 
Site 83 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 3 - - - - - - - - - 3 0.0% 
Site 84 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -   
Site 85 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -   
Site 86 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -   
Site 87 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -   
Site 88 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -   
Site 89 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -   
Site 91 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - Scarce - - - - - - - - -   
Site 93 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -   
Site 94 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 300* - - - - -   - - 300* 3.1% 
Site 96  - -  - - - - -   - - -  -  - - - - -  -   
Site 97 - 1 -  17 3 - - - - 35 - - 12 99 21 - - 2 11 - - - - 201 2.1% 
Site 98  - -  - - - - - - - - - - small - - - - - - - - -   
Site 99  - -  - - - - - - many - - - many - - 1 - 1 - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 101 298 - -  - - - - - - - - - - 2394 - - - - - - - - - 2694* 28.2% 
Site 102 3  -  - - - - - - - - - - 7* - - - - 3 - - - - 13* 0.1% 
Site 107  - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -   
Site 108 18 2 -  - - - - - 2* - - - - 28* - - 1 -  - - - - 51* 0.5% 
Site 109 - - -  - - - - - - 14 - - - 137 - - - - - - - - - 151 1.6% 
Site 110 - - -  - - - - - - 69 - - - 74 - - - 5 4 - - - - 152 1.6% 
Site 111 20 1 1  - - - - - - 2 - - - 439 30 - - 2 2 - - - - 497 5.2% 
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Classes CBW Polychrome  White MTB Blue Celadon SF QB UI 
N2 P2 
Producers KN60 KN16 UI  FJ SC KN 105 KN60 GD UI GD KN105 SC GD KN76 FJ UI KN60 KN60 KN105 FJ GD UI UI 
Site 112 - - -  - - - - - - 250 - - - 10 - - - 1 - - - - - 261 2.7% 
Site 114 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  -   
Site 115 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  -   
Site 116 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  -   
Site 117 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  -   
Site 118 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  -   
Site 119 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -   
Site 120 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -   
Site 121 - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  -   
Site 122 - - -  - - - - - - - - - - 4 - - - - - - - - - 4 0.0% 
Site 123 - - -  - - - - - - - - - 7 21 - - - 1 7 - - - - 36 0.4% 
Site 126 12 - -  3 - - - - - - - - - 94 - - - - - 4 - - - 113 1.2% 
Site 127 40 - -   - - 93* - - 171 - - - 695* - - - - - - - - - 999* 10.5% 
Site 128 - - -  - 7 - - - - - - - - 35 - - - - - - - - - 42 0.4% 
Site 129 18 - -  - 4 - - - - 1 - - - 4 - - - - - - - - 11 38 0.4% 
N1 645 4 1  41 47 250 95 2 3 1102 1 6 422 6648 59 5 12 75 110 13   11 Total: 9552 100.0% 
P1 6.8% 0.0% 0.0%  0.4% 0.5% 2.6% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.5% 0.0% 0.1% 4.4% 69.6% 0.6% 0.1% 0.1% 0.8% 1.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 100.0% 
 
Proportion 20/81 4/81  20/81 21/81 1/81 76/81 (KN 76: 63/81) 4/81 27/81 2/81 Total Site Number: 81 
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Table 6.10: Summary Statistics for sherd numbers of different Chinese ceramic classes (dated to the 15th Century) produced in different archaeological sites in the western 
Indian Ocean. 
 
This table presents summary statistics for the full datasets of the archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean that produce Chinese ceramic sherds dated from the 15th 
Century. The sherd numbers and classes grouping of this summary statistics are based on Appendix 3. This table shows over 1,000 sherds from 17 archaeological sites in the 
western Indian Ocean (see total number on the lower right corner of this table). In this table, there are nine columns and they present nine different groups of Chinese 
ceramics that come from different producers (Based on Chapter 2 and Appendix 1: KN60= Jingdezhen Kilns, KN76= Longquan Kilns, FJ= Fujian local kilns, GD= 
Guangdong local kilns). Based on their reported appearances of these nine groups of Chinese ceramic sherds, they can be divided into six classes: (CBW= Chinese blue and 
white porcelains, White= white stonewares, MTB= MTB type brown glazed coarse wares, Celadon= green glazed stonewares, CR= Copper-Red Porcelains and QB= 
Qingbai wares). All these six classes of Chinese ceramics are unearthed from 17 different archaeological sites. On the left, the site numbers represent these sites, which can be 
found in Appendix 3. On the bottom, N1 represents the total number of each group of ceramics that is coming from the same producer. P1 refers to the percentages of each 
group of ceramics. Proportion means there are how many sites that produce the same group of ceramics among these 17 archaeological sites. On the right, N2 represents the 
total numbers of Chinese ceramic sherds that produced from each site. P2 represent the percentages of N2. Among these sherd numbers, it can be seen descriptive numbers 
(such as some’), which are not reported in detailed numbers. It also can be seen the approximate numbers (the numbers marked by stars, such as ‘6*’), which mean these 
sherd quantities have not been accurately recorded. Otherwise, the ‘’ means that this is unknown quantity of ceramic sherds but they are reported in these sites. The 
descriptive numbers and unknown quantities do not count in the total sherd numbers, percentages of each class and the total number of this table. ‘-’ means that there is no 
Chinese ceramic finding of this group/class from this site.  
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Classes CBW White MTB Celadon CR QB 
N2 P2 
Producers KN60 FJ KN60 GD GD/FJ KN76 UI KN60 KN60 
Site 29 - - - - 4 - - - - 4 0.4% 
Site 52 - - - - - 317 - - - 317 29.1% 
Site 53 11 - - - - 26 - - - 37 3.4% 
Site 55 1 - - - - 20 - - - 21 1.9% 
Site 69 some - - - - - - - -   
Site 97 - - - - 1 90 - - - 91 8.4% 
Site 101 60 - - - - - - - - 60 5.5% 
Site 105 -  -  -  - - -   
Site 108 - - - - - 6* - - - 6* 0.6% 
Site 109 - - - - - - - - 2 2 0.2% 
Site 110 - - - - - 103 - 2 - 105 9.6% 
Site 111 1 - - - - 294 - 1 - 296 27.2% 
Site 123 - - 1 - - 39 - - - 40 3.7% 
Site 124 2 - - - - - - - - 2 0.2% 
Site 125 - - - - - - 8 - - 8 0.7% 
Site 126 75 - - - 10 - - - - 85 7.8% 
Site 127 - - - - - 15 - - - 15 1.4% 
N1 150  1  15 910 8 3 2 Total: 1089 100.0% 
P1 13.7%  0.1%  1.4% 82.9% 0.7% 0.3% 0.2% 100.0% 
 Proportion 7/17 2/17 1/17 13/17 2/17 1/17 Total Site Number: 17 
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Table 6.11: Summary Statistics for sherd numbers of different Chinese ceramic classes (dated from the 16th to 17th Centuries) produced in different archaeological sites in 
the western Indian Ocean. 
This table presents summary statistics for the full datasets of the archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean that produce Chinese ceramic sherds dated to the period 
from the 16th to the 17th Centuries. The sherd numbers and classes grouping of this summary statistics are based on Appendix 3. This table shows over 4,700 sherds from 48 
archaeological sites in the western Indian Ocean (see total number on the lower right corner of this table). In this table, there are 16 columns and they present 16 different 
groups of Chinese ceramics that come from different producers (Based on Chapter 2 and Appendix 1: KN60= Jingdezhen Kilns, KN76= Longquan Kilns, FJ= Fujian local 
kilns, GD= Guangdong local kilns). Based on their reported appearances of these nine groups of Chinese ceramic sherds, they can be divided into seven classes: (CBW= 
Chinese blue and white porcelains, White= white stonewares, MTB= MTB type brown glazed coarse wares, Celadon= green glazed stonewares, CR= Copper-Red 
Porcelains and QB= Qingbai wares and UI= un-identified ceramics). All these seven classes of Chinese ceramics are unearthed from 48 different archaeological sites. On 
the left, the site numbers represent these sites, which can be found in Appendix 3. On the bottom, N1 represents the total number of each group of ceramics that is coming from 
the same producer. P1 refers to the percentages of each group of ceramics. Proportion means there are how many sites that produce the same group of ceramics among these 
48 archaeological sites. On the right, N2 represents the total numbers of Chinese ceramic sherds that have been produced from each site. P2 represent the percentages of N2. 
Among these sherd numbers, it can be seen descriptive numbers (such as some’), which are not reported in detailed numbers. It also can be seen the approximate numbers (the 
numbers marked by stars, such as ‘6*’), which mean these sherd quantities have not been accurately recorded. Otherwise, the ‘’ means that this is an unknown quantity of 
ceramic sherds but they are reported in these sites. The descriptive numbers and unknown quantities do not count in the total sherd numbers, percentages of each class and the 
total number of this table. ‘-’ means that there is no Chinese ceramic finding of this group/class from this site.  
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Classes CBW  White  Enamelled MTB Celadon QB UI 
N2 P2 
Producers KN60 KN86 FJ GD UI  KN105 KN60 SC UI  KN60 UI GD KN76 KN60 SC UI 
Site 1 3 - - - -  1 - - -  4 - - - - - - 8 0.2% 
Site 10  - - - -  - - - -   - - - - - -   
Site 18 460 - - - -  - - - -  4 - - - - - - 464 9.7% 
Site 19 92 - - - -  - - - -  1 - - - - - - 93 1.9% 
Site 23 - - - 1 -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 24 3 9 - 5 -  - - 4 -  - - - - - - - 21 0.4% 
Site 25 - - - - 10  - - - -  - - - - - - - 10 0.2% 
Site 26 - - - - 30  - - - -  - - - - - - - 30 0.6% 
Site 27 3 - - - -  - 7 - -  - - - - - - - 10 0.2% 
Site 31 8 - - - -  - - - -  - - - 1 - - - 9 0.2% 
Site 36 26 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 26 0.5% 
Site 37 2 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 38 9 - - - -  - 3 4 -  2 - - - - - - 18 0.4% 
Site 47 - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - -    
Site 52 577 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 577 12.1% 
Site 53 430 - - - -  - 6 1 -  - - - - 1 - - 438 9.2% 
Site 54 1 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 55 33 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 33 0.7% 
Site 57 20 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 20 0.4% 
Site 58 - - - - -  - - - -  - 25 - - - - - 25 0.5% 
Site 65 7 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 7 0.1% 
Site 66 - - - - 50  - - - -  - 7 - - - - - 57 1.2% 
		 414	
Classes CBW  White  Enamelled MTB Celadon QB UI 
N2 P2 
Producers KN60 KN86 FJ GD UI  KN105 KN60 SC UI  KN60 UI GD KN76 KN60 SC UI 
Site 68 407 - - - -  - - - -  - 16 - - - - - 423 8.8% 
Site 69 700 - - - -  -  - -  - - - - - - - 700 14.6% 
Site 70 40 - - - -  - - - 5  - - - - - - - 45 0.9% 
Site 73 - - - -   - - - -  - Some - - - - -   
Site 74 - - - -   - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 76 - - - - -  - - - -  - - -  - - -   
Site 79  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 80 - - - - -  - 1 - -  1 - - - - - - 2 0.0% 
Site 93 - - - -   - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 95 - - - -   - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 97 - - - - -  - - 1 -  - - - - - - - 1 0.0% 
Site 98  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 99  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 100 - - - -   - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 101 800 - - - -  - - - -  36 - - - - - - 836 17.5% 
Site 103 5 - 3 - -  - - - -  1 - - - - - - 9 0.2% 
Site 105 - - - -   - - - -  - - - - - - -   
Site 106 5 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 5 0.1% 
Site 108 50 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 50 1.0% 
Site 109 11 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 11 0.2% 
Site 111 447 - - - -  - 6 - -  1 - 12 4 - - - 470 9.8% 
Site 112 43 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 43 0.9% 
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Classes CBW  White  Enamelled MTB Celadon QB UI 
N2 P2 
Producers KN60 KN86 FJ GD UI  KN105 KN60 SC UI  KN60 UI GD KN76 KN60 SC UI 
Site 123 174 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 1 - 175 3.7% 
Site 125 68 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - 7 75 1.6% 
Site 126 13 - - - -  - 5 - -  1 - 48 - - - - 67 1.4% 
Site 128 20 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - 20 0.4% 
N1 4457 9 3 6 90  1 28 10 5  51 48 60 5 1 1 7 Total: 4782 100.0% 
P1 93.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 1.9%  0.0% 0.6% 0.2% 0.1%  1.1% 1.0% 1.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 100.0% 
 
Proportion 43/48  11/48  15/48 3/48 3/48 1/48 1/48 Total Site Number: 48 
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Appendix 6: Selected and Principal Shapes of 
Chinese Trade ceramics: 
 
Drawings/Re-drawings by Ran Zhang 
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Drawing 1: Bowls, plates and ewers of early Yue celadon classes (YUEC I & YUEC I Type). 
1-2= Qiankuan Tomb, Lin’an Zhejiang (AD 900)(Chen and Yi 1979:23), 3, 5, 7 & 8=Silongkou Kilns 
Site (group 1), Cixi, Zhejiang (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:338), 4=Wujun Tomb, Chaohu, Anhui (AD 
842)(Zhang 1988:524), 6 & 10=Zhengxun Tomb, Yanshi, Henan (AD 778) (Xu 1996:9), 9=Shenshi 
Tomb, Nantian, Zhejiang (AD 817)(Fu and Gu 1990:1049), 11-12= Yin Fujun Tomb, Zhenjiang, 
Jiangsu (AD 826) (ZJBWG 1985:133), 13=Changsha kilns (CSYKTZ 1996:53), 14-15=Meixian kilns 
(Yang 1994:232) and 16-17=Niupilun Kilns (Fu et al. 1990:36). 
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Drawing 2: Bowls and plates of Yue celadon classes (YUEC II & YUEC II Type). 
1-11= Silongkou Kilns Site (groups 2 to 5), Cixi, Zhejiang (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:338); 
12-16=Xicun Kilns, Guangdong (cf. GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987), 17,18 & 21=Huizhou 
Kilns, Guangdong (FPSM 1985:45, cf. Zeng and Wu 1977) and 19-20=Meixian Celadon (Yang 
1994:235). 
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Drawing 3: Bowls and plate of Yaozhou celadon and Tong’an celadon wares (YZC & TAC). 
1-4=Yaozhou kilns, Shaanxi (cf. SXSKGYJS and YZYBWG 1998) and 5-9=Tong’an Kilns, Fujian (cf. Li 
1974) 
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Drawing 4: Bowls and plates of Longquan celadon (LQC I & LQC II). 
1, 3-4= Longquan Dongqu kilns (Phase 1), Longquan (ZJSWWKGYJS 2005); 2, 7 & 10-12 =Jincun 
Kilns, Longquan (cf. Zhang 1989a) and 5, 6, 8 & 9= the Williamson Collections (sherd numbers from 
up to down are +4441 K103X, +4450 K103A, +4460 K103 and +4426 K103). 
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Drawing 5: Bowls, plates and Jars of Longquan celadon (LQC III). 
1= North Valley, Imakojinishi, Kamakura, Japan (Kamei 1994:78), 2, 5, 6 & 7= the Williamson 
Collections (Sherd numbers from up to down are +4476 K103, +1274 AE3, +1271 AE1 and +11846 
A17), 3, 4, 8, 10 & 11= Jincun Kilns, Longquan (cf. Zhang 1989a) and 9= Longquan Dongqu kilns 
(Phase 3-7), Longquan (ZJSWWKGYJS 2005). 
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Drawing 6: Bowls and plates of late Longquan celadon (LQC IV-1 and LQC IV-2). 
1-2= Fengdongyan kilns, Longquan (cf. ZJSWWKGYJS et al. 2009), 3= the Williamson Collections 
(sherd number + 1326 AE1) and 4-7=Longquan Dongqu kilns, Longquan (ZJSWWKGYJS 2005:Phase 
4-8). 
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Drawing 7: Bowls, plates and cup of Longquan celadon imitations (LQC III Type and LQC IV 
Type). 
1-5 and 7-12= Linjiang kilns, Jiangxi (Yu 1995:265-267) and 6, 13 and 14= Huiyang kilns, 
Guangdong (cf. Zeng 1962, 1964b). 
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Drawing 8: Bowls, plates and boxes with lids of Jingdezhen Qingbai stonewares (JDZQB I and 
JDZQB II). 
1-27=Hutian Kilns, Jingdezhen, Jiangxi (cf. JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007) 
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Drawing 9: Bowls and plates of Jingdezhen Qingbai stonewares and Shufu porcelain wares 
(JDZQB III and JDZSF). 
1-22=Hutian Kilns, Jingdezhen, Jiangxi (cf. JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007) 
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Drawing 10: Selected and principal shapes of Qingbai stonewares: (QBW I Type and QBW II Type). 
1-2=Bijiashan Kilns, Guangdong(cf. GDSBWG 1981); 3-5=Nan’an kilns, Fujian (cf. FJSBWY et al. 
2008, Liu 2013:77), 6-7=Wanpinglun kilns, Dehua, Fujian (cf. FJSBWG 1990a, Liu 2013:77), 
8=Pucheng kilns, Fujian (Liu 2013:77, Lin and Zhao 1984) and 9-21=Qudougong kilns, Dehua, 
Fujian (cf. DHGCYKGFJGZD 1979). 
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Drawing 11: Selected and principal shapes of early Xing and Ding white stonewares (XINGW and 
DINGW I). 
1-4=Liu Fujun Tomb at Lincheng City, Hebei (Li et al. 1990:Figure 2); 5-11=Ding kilns at Quyang 
county, Hebei (cf. Lin 1965). 
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Drawing 12: Bowls and Plates of Ding white stonewares (DINGW II) and early corase white 
stonewares (CW I). 
1-5= A Liao Tomb at Yemaotao Village, Faku County, Shenyang City, Liaoning Province (cf. Feng 
1975); 6-7= Archaeological pit at Beizhen County, Baoding City, Hebei (Miao and Xue 1984:Figures 7 
and 9); 8-11= A Tang Tomb at Beiyaowan Village, Gongyi City, Henan (Zhao et al. 1996:Figure 26) 
and 12-13= A Five Dynasties Tomb at Beiyaowan Village, Gongyi City, Henan (Zhao et al. 
1996:Figure 32). 
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Drawing 13: Bowls and Plates of coarse white stonewares (CW II and CW III). 
1-4=Cizhou Kilns, Hebei (cf. Qin and Ma 1990) and 5-8=Bijiashan Kilns, Guangdong (cf. GDSBWG 
1981). 
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Drawing 14: Bowls, Plates and Jars of Jingdezhen blue and white porcelains (GXBW and JDZBW). 
1-2=Huangye Kilns, Gongyi City, Henan (HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWWYJS 2007:Figure 13); 3, 4, 
7-10=The Red Sea Wreck collections (cf. Carswell 2000:189-191) and 5-6=The Williamson 
Collections (sherd numbers +12744 V8A and +15729 AA1A). 
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Drawing 15: Drawing 15: Bowls and Plates of Ming Jingdezhen blue and white porcelains (JDZBW 
II and JDZBW III). 
1-8=Maojiawan Archaeological Sites, Beijing (cf. BJSWWYJS 2007) and 9-19=Hutian Kilns, 
Jingdezhen, Jiangxi (cf. JXSWWKGYJS and JDZMYBWG 2007). 
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Drawing 16: Selected wares of Gongyi Polychrome wares (GXPW). 
1-2=Baihe Kilns, Gongyi City, Henan (HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWHYCYJY 2011:Figures 24 and 26) 
and 3-6=Huangye Kilns, Gongyi City, Henan (HNSWWKGYJS and ZGWWYJS 2007:Figure 19 and 
20). 
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Drawing 17: Bowls, Jar and Ewers of Changsha polychrome wares (CSPW). 
1, 2, 4, 13 and 15=Changsha Kiln Site, Changsha City, Hunan (cf. CSYKTZ 1996); 3, 4-12 and 
14=Mantai site, Mantai, Sri Lanka (cf. Carswell et al. 2013) 
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Drawing 18: Bowls and Jar of Xicun polychrome wares (CSPW) and Jian black ware (JIAN). 
1-5= Xicun Kiln Site, Guangdong (cf. GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987) and 6-7= Jianyang Kiln 
Site, Fujian (cf. Li 1995a) 
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Drawing 19: Basins and Jars of Transport coarse wares (Dusun and MTB). 
1-4= Guangchong Kiln Site, Guangdong (cf. Liu 2000), 5-11= Mantai site, Sri Lanka (cf. Carswell et 
al. 2013), 12-16= Xiaxiang Kiln Site, Qujiang, Guangdong (Wu and Da 2003:cf. ), 17-19= Shanga, 
Kenya (Horton et al. 1996:304) and 20= Witte Leeuw Shipwreck, St. Helena, South Atlantic Ocean 
(Van Der Pijl-Ketel 1982:223). 
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Appendix 7: Selected Patterns on Chinese 
Trade ceramics: 
 
Drawings/Re-drawings by Ran Zhang 
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Pattern 1: Selected patterns of YUEC II. 
(a=birds, butterflies; b=birds and flowers; c=floral patterns) (ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:366-fig 
179) 
 
Pattern 2: Imitated decorations of YUEC II Type copied from Yue celadon and Yaozhou celadon 
wares. 
(ZJSKWWKGYJS et al. 2002:366-fig 179, GZSWWGLWYH and AMOCUH 1987:36-fig 24-1; 45-fig 
36-1, FPSM 1985:44, 47, SXSKGYJS and YZYBWG 1998:238 fig 121-4) 
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Pattern 3: Selected patterns of Tong’an ware. 
 (Li 1974:81-fig 2-1,2,3,4) 
 
Pattern 4: Examples of band decoratings on Yuan blue and white porcelains. 
 
Pattern 5: Examples of gourd-shaped leaves on Yuan blue and white porcelains on Yuan blue and 
white porcelains. 
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Pattern 6: Examples of lotus and peony, which the petals have a white edge on Yuan blue and white 
porcelains. 
 
Pattern 7: Examples of decorating lotus petals on Yuan blue and white porcelains. 
 
Pattern 8: An example of stylised water-wave pattern on Yuan blue and white porcelains. 
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Pattern 9: Examples of main motives on Yuan blue and white porcelains. 
 
Pattern 10: An example of Ruyi-shaped Panel on Yuan blue and white porcelains. 
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Pattern 11: An example of stylised water-wave pattern on early Ming imperial-type blue and white 
porcelains. 
 
 
Pattern 12: Examples of Chinese characters and motif on early Ming blue and white porcelain. 
  
Pattern 13: Patterns of Buddist Vajra and Stylised Lotus patterns, decorated on the centre of inside 
of bowls or plates. 
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